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ABSTRACT 
In three studies, I examined the psychological state of being energized by negative 
expectations of others. Although there is a large body of psychological literature available on the 
effects of expectancy beliefs that elicit behaviors consistent with those beliefs, relatively little 
attention has been paid to situations where expectancy beliefs bring about a host of behaviors 
that goes against the expectations. Using Asians/Asian Americans as my target demographic, I 
tested the general hypothesis that Asians/Asian Americans will be more likely to respond to 
insult or derogatory treatment in a productive way through increased effort, in a phenomena I 
have called the “I will show you” effect. Meta-analysis of effect sizes across three studies 
showed that there was a marginal effect of culture  insult interaction (z = 1.86, p = .06, r = .07) 
where Asian Americans showed a significant effect of insult manipulation in performance boost 
(z = 3.07, p = .002). This effect was not found among Anglo Americans (z = .40, p = .69). More 
research is needed in narrowing the gap between what does (or does not) stand in the way of 
translating the insult-based motivational script into an actual performance boost. The small effect 
among Asian Americans observed in the current research suggests that further investigation of 
this population of interest would prove fruitful in such endeavor. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Over the course of living you learn how to protect yourself…you learn how to take in what you 
need and get rid of the stuff that’s clearly not true…. I have a very good sense of who I am and 
my view to the stuff has always been like… oh you think that? I will show you [emphasis added]. 
Because I’m going to work so hard, and I’m going to be so, on it, that my actions will speak for 
themselves, and I don’t have to say anything. 
—Michelle Obama, December 19, 2016 
 
 The sentiment that Michelle Obama’s quote above embodies is that of an unfaltering 
confidence, accompanied by persistent hard work that “show” the doubting others what she is 
capable of. She implies that she doesn’t need to make angry protests in order to protect herself 
from others’ faulty assumptions and underestimations of her—she only needs to work hard and 
her accomplishments that follow will show for themselves. Conveying the similar sentiment in a 
powerful spoken poetry, Muhammad Ali gave the following speech before his historic match in 
1974 against the undefeated world heavyweight champion, George Foreman:  
I’mma show you, how great I am.  
Last night, I cut the light off in my bedroom and was in bed before the room was dark. 
I’mma show you, how great I am.  
Only last week, I murdered a rock, injured a stone, hospitalized a brick.  
I'm so mean, I make medicine sick.  
I’mma show you, how great I am.  
This kid's gonna be the best kid in the world.  
This kid's gonna be somebody better than anybody I ever knew.  
I’mma show you, how great I am.  
I have wrestled with an alligator, I done tussled with a whale, I done handcuffed lightnin', 
thrown thunder in jail.  
I’mma show you, how great I am.  
All you chumps are gonna bow when I whoop him, all of you.  
I know you got him, I know you've got him picked, but the man's in trouble.  
Imma show you how great I am. 
—Muhammad Ali, October 1974 
Ali was addressing all of his detractors and critics, who had then bet against him—critics who 
said Ali was too old and too out of practice to beat his young opponent who had been an 
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undefeated heavyweight champion. But against the expectations directed against him, Ali 
tenaciously won the match by knockout in the 8
th
 round. He showed his critics and supporters 
alike how great he is. It almost seemed as though Ali was driven to prove his critics wrong, 
perhaps even empowered by their negative expectations of him. This motivational state that is 
captured in Mrs. Obama’s quote and Muhammad Ali’s speech—the motivational state of “I-will-
show-you”—is intuitively familiar yet theoretically novel. A substantial amount of psychological 
literature on expectancy beliefs reflect what can only be described as opposite of the “I-will-
show-you” motivational state—that people have tendencies to behave in ways that are expected 
of them, whether the expectations are positive or negative, and whether they are based on 
objective standards or interpersonal biases.  
 
1.1 EXPECTATIONS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES: A CLASSIC PERSPECTIVE   
Social psychology has a longstanding interest in how people respond to the expectations 
of others. Early laboratory and field studies on the influence of expectancy beliefs have 
demonstrated moderate and consistent effects of others’ expectations on the behaviors of those 
who are on the receiving end of these expectations (Babad, Inbar, & Rosenthal, 1982; Rosenthal 
& Jacobson, 1968). While many of these studies focused on the positive outcomes of favorable 
expectations—often those of teachers’ in educational settings (Pygmalion effect)—some have 
also demonstrated negative outcomes of unfavorable expectations (Golem effect). The 
mechanism for such interpersonal expectancy effects is thought to reside in the social and 
emotional climate created by teachers in learning and assessment (including nonverbal cues of 
warmth communicated by teachers) and the amount of effort put in by teachers in their effort to 
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teach more difficult (or easy) material to their “special” (or below-average) students (Rosenthal 
& Rubin, 1978).  
 In addition to the changes in student performance that come with self-fulfilling 
hypotheses, research on the effects of stereotype threat on test performance show the extent to 
which negative stereotypes can hinder cognitive performance of those who are affected by the 
stereotypes.  Since Steele and Aronson’s (1995) early experiments on the effects of stereotype 
threat among African Americans, the research on stereotype threat has generally shown negative 
effects among those who are stereotyped or stigmatized in different ways—for example, women 
in mathematics, Black and Hispanic students in standardized tests of intelligence, and white men 
in the tests diagnostic of their “natural athletic ability” (Cadinu, Maass, Frigerio, Impagliazzo, & 
Latinotti, 2003; Davies, Spencer, Quinn, & Gerhardstein, 2002; Dodge, Williams, & Blanton, 
2001; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999; Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002; Stone, Lynch, 
Sjomeling, & Darley, 1999). Stereotype threat effects are thought to occur through the process of 
psychological overcompensation that comes from the individuals’ awareness of negative in-
group stereotypes. When negative stereotypes relevant to a particular performance domain (such 
as math or agility) are made salient, individuals who belong to the stereotyped group and thus are 
targets of the negative stereotypes may become concerned that their less-than-optimal 
performance may be used to further validate their negative in-group stereotypes. This concern 
imposes a psychological burden on these individuals and cause them to “psych themselves 
out”—making it more likely that they will perceive the performance situation as threatening. 
Individuals in a performance situation use various affective and cognitive cues to 
evaluate the performance situation as challenge or threat. The appraisal of both challenge and 
threat starts as an assessment of personal resources in relation to situational demands associated 
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with the performance situation. People appraise a performance situation as challenge when they 
determine their personal resources to be adequate or nearly adequate in response to the 
situational demands; they would appraise the same situation as threat when they determine their 
resources to be inadequate in response to the situational demands (Blascovich & Mendes, 2013). 
Whether or not a performance situation is appraised as challenge or threat has important 
physiological, motivational, and behavioral implications for the individual. When a performance 
situation is appraised as threat (by determining the situational demands to be greater than the 
reserve of personal resources), people are often further debilitated in mobilizing the relatively 
low amount of resources they have to meet the demands of the situation. Such a motivational 
pattern can be inferred from observing physiological signatures of threat, which are characterized 
by increases in cardiac activity but no change or increases in the level of peripheral resistance—a 
combination of which results in relatively large increases in blood pressure level as the cardiac 
output increases (Blascovich & Mendes, 2013).  
In contrast to threat, when a performance situation is appraised as challenge (by 
determining the reserve of personal resources to be greater than the situational demands), people 
are further energized in increasing their effort and their internal physiology gets organized to 
most effectively cope in the performance situation. Such motivational pattern can be inferred 
from observing physiological signatures of challenge, which are characterized by increases in 
cardiac activity and decreases in peripheral resistance—a combination of which results in an 
overall maintenance of blood pressure level, despite the increased cardiac output (Blascovoich & 
Mendes, 2013).  Therefore, challenge appraisal will result in the increased amount of 
perseverance and stamina of an individual in the pursuit of their performance goals, which 
allows the individual to maintain high levels of effort for an extended period of time.  
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Negative expectations—either in the form of negative interpersonal expectancies or 
negative stereotypes—likely increase the demand appraisal of a performance situation by putting 
an increased level of strain on their targets. This is the most basic account for why interpersonal 
expectancies or stereotypes are linked to performance outcomes in the predicted direction—
receiving subtle or blatant cues of negative expectancies or stereotypes lead to increased 
perception of situational demands, and thus makes it more likely that individuals will appraise 
the performance situation as a threat, which in turn predicts lowered performance.  
 
1.2 EXPECTATIONS AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES: AN ALTERNATIVE 
PERSPECTIVE  
 Although there is a large body of psychological literature available on the effects of 
expectancy beliefs that elicit behaviors consistent with those beliefs, relatively little attention has 
been paid to situations where expectancy beliefs bring about a host of behaviors that goes 
against the expectations. This motivational state is intuitively familiar: for example, Nike uses 
slogans such as “prove them wrong” or “do what they say you can’t,” alongside fierce images of 
famous athletes who have shown strong determinism in training and competing. These ads tell 
people to go against the direction of others’ expectations, and doing so may very well be the 
secret behind many successful, highly determined people. Like Muhammad Ali who proclaimed 
that he will show the world how great he is, and like Michelle Obama who said her persistent 
effort and subsequent achievements will show those who doubt her, the essence of psychological 
phenomenon that is reflected in these words is the state of being energized by negative 
expectations of others. These Nike ads are not telling people to simply chalk up and chug 
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along—they are actually telling them to harness others’ negative expectations and turn them 
around into motivating you further in proving them wrong.  
Despite its intuitive appeal (intuitive enough to be used as mass advertising slogans of a 
multinational corporation), little attention has been paid to the formal psychological investigation 
of the “I-will-show-you”/ “chip-on-the-shoulder” effect, the motivational state in which people 
experience performance boost by receiving negative expectations from others. As discussed 
earlier, a substantial amount of psychological literature on expectancy beliefs reflect what can 
only be described as the opposite of the “I-will-show-you” effect—that people have tendencies 
to behave in ways that are expected of them, whether or not these expectations are based on 
objective assessments or interpersonal biases. In this paper, I would like to explore the 
phenomenon of the “I-will-show-you”/”chip-on-the-shoulder” effect by examining its theoretical 
plausibility as well as empirically studying whether or not that the phenomenon exists through a 
series of experimental studies.  
 
1.3 CULTURAL LOGIC IN ELICITING A SPECIFIC RESPONSE PATTERN TO 
NEGATIVE FEEDBACK 
There are ways that certain cultural logics or culturally-influenced motivational patterns 
can affect individuals’ challenge or threat appraisal of a performance situation, in response to 
feedback associated with their performance in such situation.  As an example of one such logic, 
Heine, Kitayama, Lehman, Takata, Ide, Leung, and Matsumoto (2001) noted how Japanese and 
North Americans seemed to have distinct cultural logic in how they used failure feedback as a 
source of motivation. Heine et al. (2001) concluded that these distinct cultural response patterns 
were guided by divergent motivational tendencies that the two cultural groups generally sought 
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after—self-improving motivation or self-enhancing motivation. These divergent motivational 
tendencies affected the individuals’ tendencies to seek out or avoid similar performance 
situations, predicting how hard and long they worked in the similar performance situation. In the 
case of Japanese, receiving failure feedback was an indicator that they were not successfully 
fulfilling expectations of their roles, which made them look for ways to improve in the next 
performance opportunity in the similar domain. In contrast to the Japanese participants, for North 
Americans, receiving a failure feedback represented a threat to their self-esteem, which made 
them actively avoid any future performance opportunities in a similar domain for self-esteem 
maintenance purposes.  
In the case of Heine and colleagues’ (2001) study of the cultural logic that elicits self-
enhancing or self-improving motivation, participants perceived the failure (or success) feedback 
given to them as accurately reflecting their actual performance on the task. In other words the 
failure (or success) feedback represented an objective and unbiased assessment that reflected 
their actual performance (albeit in the experimental reality). However, if such feedback is 
presented as a subjectively biased perspective with an intention to insult or derogate the 
participants by assuming the worst of them (without making an inference from an objective 
assessment), the psychological experience of receiving such feedback likely becomes an entirely 
different one.  
 
1.4 “TRIPLE PACKAGE HYPOTHESIS”: CULTURAL LOGIC IN ELICITING A SPECIFIC 
RESPONSE PATTERN TO SCORN 
Whereas objective critical feedback (negatively-charged feedback derived from negative 
performance) serves to inform the participants on their current level of performance, 
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indiscriminate, personal, and nonperformance-based critical feedback that is clearly intended to 
insult or derogate the participants is likely to elicit anger or spite among participants instead. 
The question that I would like to address is how certain individuals turn this spite or anger into a 
source of motivation, as in the phenomenon of “I-will-show-you” or “chip-on-the-shoulder” 
effect. Surely, there are likely important individual differences in people’s varied tendencies to 
engage in this type of spite- or anger-based performance motivation (such as individually 
varying levels of perseverance), as well as important culturally-derived differences. In the 
current paper, I sought to home in on this latter set of explanatory factors, exploring the 
phenomenon of “I-will-show-you” or “chip-on-the-shoulder” through a cultural lens. This aim 
was inspired in part by Heine and colleague’s (2001) work that explains culturally influenced 
patterns in which how individuals respond to objective negative feedback
1
 (negative feedback 
derived from subpar performance), and also in part inspired by the “triple package hypothesis” 
(Chua & Rubenfeld, 2014), a hypothesis regarding how the socioeconomic success of certain 
minority and immigrant groups in America is derived from their tendency to work hard in the 
face of sociostructural stress and threat they receive.  
The main argument of the “triple package hypothesis” (Chua & Rubenfeld, 2014) is that 
there are three common psychological characteristics that successful minority groups have that 
predict their disproportionate success in America. In their contentious book (The Triple Package: 
How Three Unlikely Traits Explain the Rise and Fall of Cultural Groups in America), Chua and 
Rubenfeld (2014) propose that the disproportionate success experienced by certain minority and 
                                                          
1
 In Heine and colleague’s (2001) study, the Canadian participants spent a greater amount of time and effort after 
receiving a success feedback, whereas the Japanese participants persisted significantly longer after receiving a 
failure feedback.  Heine and colleagues reasoned that while the Canadians seemed to prioritize their motivation to 
self-enhance and maintain self-esteem, the Japanese participants seemed to prioritize their motivation to self-
improve, which may be explained in part through the logic of face and the largely interdependent construal of the 
self—where individuals need to be constantly on the lookout for ways in which they are not fulfilling their 
expected roles and obligations.  
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immigrant groups is derived from their possession and practice of three psychological 
characteristics, which they refer to as insecurity, superiority, and impulse control. The use of 
these specific terms, especially insecurity and superiority, may bring some level of confusion to 
regular readers of psychological literature. The terms insecurity and superiority represent well-
defined constructs in psychology, and from my understanding of the way they are used in the 
Chua & Rubenfeld’s (2014) triple package hypothesis, these constructs are not used in the way 
they are used in the broader psychological literature.  
In the triple package hypothesis, Chua and Rubenfeld (2014) define insecurity as “a 
goading anxiety about oneself and one’s place in society, which in certain circumstances can 
become a powerful engine of material striving” (p.86). The insecurity in the triple package 
hypothesis has its roots in the process of comparing one’s material success and social status in 
society with those of successful others, and thus the central way in which it can be satiated is 
through material success and educational attainment. Chua and Rubenfeld (2014) note that 
although you don’t need to belong to a particular group to feel insecurities, some group-related 
patterns and trends in both the kind and intensity of insecurities may be found across different 
cultural groups. They cite scorn, fear, and family as three powerful sources for their construct of 
insecurity in the triple package hypothesis.  
Throughout the book, the authors argue that this “odd and unstable” combination of 
insecurity and superiority generate “a goading chip on the shoulder, a need to prove oneself or be 
recognized” (p. 11). Superiority or superiority complex as used in the triple package hypothesis 
is defined as “a deeply internalized belief in your group’s specialness, exceptionality, or 
superiority” (p. 8).  Together, the fusion of insecurity and superiority functions as an unusual 
combination of source from which the motivation for hard work is generated—it produces a 
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goading drive, “chip on the shoulder,” the “I’ll show them” mentality and generates a strong 
need to prove oneself to the world (p. 12). Combined with a trait of impulse control—the third 
element in the triple package hypothesis—this increased motivation for material success can 
result in a significant performance boost through perseverance, delay of gratification, and self-
control.  
To back up their argument, Chua and Rubenfeld (2014) discuss various immigrant groups 
that have shown significant economic success (by using as evidence anecdotal accounts and 
numerical indicators of economic success—such as group-based mean level of income) that 
reflect factors related to insecurity combined with superiority, and the culturally-valued trait of 
impulse control. Some of these economically successful groups (e.g., Jews, Mormons, West 
African immigrants, Chinese-/Indian-/Korean immigrants, and Cuban immigrants) have faced 
and, in some cases, continue to face derogation and persecution by the mainstream.  
What is common among this minority and immigrant groups who have faced derogation 
and scorn from the majority members of the society yet have also retained a strong sense of 
ethnic and cultural pride (sense of superiority) is that their insecurity has its roots in the 
sociostructural causes, rather than the intrapsychological causes. The intrapsychological 
source of insecurity is considered the norm in conceptualizing insecurity in both academic and 
lay understanding of the construct insecurity, as reflected by the fact that the most widely used 
instrument in measuring insecurity in the psychological literature is Rosenberg’s (1965) self-
esteem scale—a scale that asks people to self-report on the extent to which they feel positively or 
negatively towards themselves. The Rosenberg’s self-esteem scale is arguably the most face-
valid measure of the extent to which people are intrapsychologically insecure.  
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In contrast to the intrapsychological source of insecurity, the sociostructural source of 
insecurity refers to insecurity that comes from experiencing sociostructural inequalities—
individuals who experience insecurity that stems from beliefs that their social and/or economic 
status in the society they live in is perilous, that it could be taken away from them at any moment. 
To give an analogous example, having a sociostructural insecurity is similar to being insecure 
about getting older because you live in a society where old people are socially and structurally 
devalued (in this hypothetical society, people who reach a certain “old” age may have certain 
rights revoked—to vote, to drive, to have property, for example—as well as being a target of 
negative stereotypes), rather than because you have personally failed to save for your retirement. 
The latter case represents an example of the experience of intrapsychological insecurity—where 
individuals feel insecure about themselves for something they lack due to a personal failure or 
shortcomings. In a society, the sociostructural source of insecurity is most likely felt with greater 
intensity by those who face structural discrimination and prejudice, and those who are socially 
devalued and/or stigmatized. Some examples may include: recent and earlier-generation 
immigrants, LGBT individuals, women, Muslims, Christians, Atheists, the “Untouchables,” 
single mothers, children born to single mothers, and physically and mentally disabled individuals. 
In different societies and under changing social and economic conditions, these groups may feel 
that they are living precariously in a hostile society that could take away their rights when things 
become unfavorable for various reasons (for example, strain on home economy, lack of jobs, 
failure in diplomacy, outbreak of wars, and deterioration of ethnic relations).  
The sociocultural source of insecurity is fundamentally different from being 
intrapsychologically insecure. When people are intrapsychologically (personally) insecure, they 
are unsure of their self-worth and often perceive their self-worth as being lower than those of 
 
 
12 
 
others. With respect to personality dimensions, intrapsychologically insecure individuals may be 
more neurotic because they have less confidence in their own ability or competence in taking 
control of things, and as a result they may experience more emotional instability.  When people 
are socioculturally insecure, they are unsure of their relative place in society.  
This is an important distinction to be made because the way of operationalizing 
sociostructural sources of insecurity and intrapsychological sources of insecurity would differ. 
For example, a recent study that looked for evidence in the triple package hypothesis found that 
feeling a greater degree of intrapsychological insecurity (as operationalized by measures such as 
Rosenberg self-esteem scale, neuroticism, contingencies of self-worth, perceived comparison of 
self and others, among others) did not predict higher levels of success, as conceptualized as 
higher educational attainment and higher income (Hart & Chabris, 2016). To be fair, even Chua 
and Rubenfeld (2014) confuse themselves by citing low self-esteem as a measure of their 
construct of insecurity at times throughout the book. This further exacerbates the issue of 
inconsistency in how insecurity is conceptualized in the triple package hypothesis vs. broader 
psychological literature. It is important to recognize that the construct of  insecurity in the triple 
package hypothesis is not used synonymously to describe the state of being emotionally insecure 
and vulnerable, having a weak sense of self or low self-esteem.  
 
1.5 CONSTRUCT OF SUPERIORITY AND THE “WHEELHOUSE” EFFECT 
 As referred to earlier, one of the psychological characteristics included in the triple 
package hypothesis is superiority. Here, superiority is defined as “a deeply internalized belief in 
your group’s specialness, exceptionality, or superiority” (Chua & Rubenfeld, 2014, p. 8). It is not 
entirely clear however in what concrete forms of internalized sense of superiority people would 
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need to show the triple package effect or the “I will show you”/ “chip on the shoulder” effect. 
Chua and Rubenfeld (2014) themselves do not provide a clear psychological construct of 
superiority either, using multiple constructs such as superiority complex, ethnocentrism, in-group 
superiority, historical and cultural exceptionality (for example China having a longstanding 
history and rich culture), the idea of being religiously chosen people (for example beliefs shared 
among some Jews and Mormons), Afrocentrism, belonging to higher castes (for example being 
Brahmins or Kshatriyas in India), among others, to nebulously capture a broad construct of some 
internalized sense of superiority.  
 One aspect of the superiority construct I would like to explore further is the effect of 
“being in one’s wheelhouse” in bringing about the “I will show you”/ “chip on the shoulder” 
effect when given hostile and negative feedback. Just like the experience of being in the 
wheelhouse of your ship, where you have a clear view of everything, with all the tools you need 
to confidently steer and control your ship, being in one’s wheelhouse implies being in a context 
where one feels highly competent, confident, and comfortable in. In exploring the “I will show 
you” effect, it is possible that people would need to be in their wheelhouse in order to respond 
with increased effort when given negative and derogatory feedback. 
  In order perceive a given performance situation as being in one’s wheelhouse, it is 
necessary that individuals 1) have above-average sense of efficacy in carrying out the task, and 2) 
perceive the task to be reasonably meaningful. In terms of managing efficacy beliefs, people 
must have a strong belief that they have the sufficient ability to produce a desired result. With 
respect to evaluating the meaningfulness of the task, individuals need to perceive the given task 
as a self-relevant task that assesses an important aspect about their identity. If, for a variety of 
reasons, individuals perceive the task to lack meaning, there would be no reason for them to 
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exert themselves in doing well or putting in effort in carrying out the task. If the task is perceived 
to be insignificant or having a low self-relevance, people may consider such tasks as irrelevant to 
their self-concept or self-worth, and decide not to respond in any meaningful way.  
 Internalization or activation of in-group superiority, especially in the context where 
advantageous features of one’s self-identified in-group is made more salient or highlighted in 
relation to the seemingly inferior features of an outgroup, can be a contributing factor in the 
appraisal of a performance situation as one’s wheelhouse. In two known psychological processes, 
people may experience internalization of in-group superiority—through stereotype boost (Shih, 
Ambady, Richeson, Fujita, & Gray, 2002; Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady, 1999) or stereotype lift 
(Walton & Cohen, 2003).  
In a meta-analytic review, Walton and Cohen (2003) found a small but significant effect of 
performance boost that occurs when downward comparisons are made with a denigrated 
outgroup (d = .24), a psychological phenomenon labeled as stereotype lift (p.1). They also note 
that the process of stereotype lift can be automatically activated (without explicitly stating the 
negative stereotypes associated with denigrated out-group in intelligence tests), as seen in a 
number of studies where simply describing a task as a test diagnostic of ability was sufficient to 
induce stereotype lift effect (Walter & Cohen, 2003).  
Additionally, activating negative outgroup stereotypes may also facilitate the experience of 
perceiving a performance situation as one’s wheelhouse. By facilitating downward social 
comparisons with socially devalued outgroups (for discussions on self-image maintenance 
through derogating outgroups, see Fein & Spencer, 1997), activating negative outgroup 
stereotypes may also contribute to the likelihood that the person might perceive the performance 
situation as their wheelhouse. The exact psychological mechanism of why downward social 
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comparisons would lead to performance boost in some individuals is not entirely clear, but it is 
theorized that when individuals downwardly compare themselves with socially devalued groups, 
they may show a boost in perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986), which increases the 
likelihood that individuals will perceive a difficult performance goal as challenge (rather than 
threat), increasing the chance that they will persevere in the face of failure or negative feedback 
(Walton & Cohen, 2003).  
In addition to the use of stereotype lift, the beneficial use of stereotype susceptibility (Shih, 
Pittinsky, & Ambady, 1999) through the activation of positive stereotypes about a person’s in-
group (without necessarily engaging in downward social comparisons with devalued outgroups) 
can facilitate performance through increased perception of personal resources and self-efficacy 
(Shih, Ambady, Richeson, Fujita, & Gray, 2002). Put broadly, having an internalized collection 
of beliefs that represent a general attitude that members of one’s own group have positive 
stereotypes or features that are superior in comparison  to the members of  the outgroup in the 
perceived intelligence, status, ability to persevere in difficult situations contributes to increasing 
the likelihood of challenge appraisal (as opposed to threat) in any given performance situation—
even one that is rife with negative and threatening cues such as hostile and negative interpersonal 
feedback.  
 
1.6 WHY ASIAN AMERICANS?  
 There are a number of populations that might exhibit the “I will show you”/ “chip on the 
shoulder” effect, assuming that the effect can be found. However, I selected Asians and Asian 
Americans as the population of interest for several reasons: 
 
1.6.1 Sociostructural source of insecurity 
 
 
16 
 
The experience of the psychological “otherness” that Asian Americans experience in 
mainstream America has a unique pejorative characteristic—it often takes the form of ridicule or 
dismissal associated with their presumed identity of being “perpetually foreign.” For example, 
Asian Americans may encounter Americans who are surprised at their “excellent English skills” 
or who insist on knowing “where they are really from”—which are subtle cues that communicate 
the message to Asian Americans that they don’t quite belong or naturally fit in the social and 
cultural context in the United States. The nature of “otherness” ascribed to Asian Americans is 
not that of simple dislike, fear, or hostility, but it takes the characteristic of being ascribed a 
lower social status as being culturally ill-fitting or alien (derived from their presumed appearance 
of foreignness) or reduced sense of belonging in the mainstream culture.  
Additionally, Asian Americans, especially those of recent history of immigration into the 
United States, generally hold the belief that there will likely be a number of obstacles (such as 
discrimination or prejudice) that stand in the way of their success, and in order to overcome 
those difficulties, disciplined hard work is necessary for achieving success in an environment 
that may be hostile or unfriendly to them at times. Another way of describing this may be to 
suggest that Asian Americans may expect to receive hostile treatment from others, and they are 
experienced in receiving hostile treatment. Therefore, we may be able to infer that those who rise 
above the hostility and are successful may have developed an adaptive way of dealing with such 
hostility or derogatory feedback. High achieving Asian Americans, assuming all things equal 
(such as cognitive abilities and parental resources) may respond to negative feedback with 
increased effort as a “defense” against such treatment. For the low achieving Asian Americans, 
assuming all things equal (such as cognitive abilities and parental resources), we may be able to 
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infer that one of the reasons for their relatively lower achievement is associated with not having 
an adaptive strategy or defense against receiving hostile treatment.  
 
1.6.2 Educational attainment, income, and household wealth   
Asian Americans represent one of the groups that Chua and Rubenfeld (2014) used to 
build their triple package hypothesis for their disproportionate level of success in America. 
Educational attainment among Asian Americans is higher than that of the overall American 
population (49% of Asian Americans have bachelor’s degree or more, whereas only 28% of the 
U.S. population overall do; Pew, 2013). Among recent Asian immigrants (arrived in 2007-2010), 
65% were enrolled in college or graduate school or held a college degree, compared to 58% of 
white recent immigrants, 38% of black recent immigrants, and 15% of Hispanic recent 
immigrants (Pew, 2013). Approximately half of employed Asian American adults (50%) are in 
occupational fields that require advanced degrees, which is a higher percentage than the 
approximately 40% overall for employed Americans. Asian Americans’ higher educational 
attainment and greater distribution in professional employment also contribute to their higher 
than average household incomes: Asian Americans’ overall median household income was 
$66,000 in 2010, compared to $49,800 for the overall American population (Pew, 2014). The 
median household wealth for Asian Americans was $83,500 in 2010, higher than the median 
household wealth for American households in general ($68,529). These markers of conventional 
success that are seen among Asian Americans may function as an internalized sense of group 
superiority.  
 
1.6.3 Culture of face  
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Asians and Asian Americans value and incorporate feedback from others more readily 
into perception of self (subsequently modifying their behavior accordingly), as they are more 
likely to embody the cultural values of face—where others’ acknowledgment of your worth is 
more important (at least just as important) as your own acknowledgement of your worth. In face 
cultures, individuals can neither ignore the insult nor can they retaliate. Directly confronting 
others is not an advised form of defending themselves or their reputation among those who 
practice cultural ideals of face, as such behavior would be seen as being disruptive of the social 
harmony. They can, however, prove the other person wrong while still adhering to all the desired 
cultural values of hard work and perseverance.  
 
1.6.4 Perception of success 
Another reason Asian Americans may be the group best suited to show improved effort in 
response to insulting treatment in performance-based tasks in an educational and achievement-
based contexts is related to the idea that Asian Americans generally hold a belief about success 
that is of status- and wealth-based, which inevitably has a close relationship with achievement in 
performance-related domains in life. Such narrow representation of success is another likely 
factor involved in Asian Americans’ choice of defense against others’ criticisms or derogatory 
feedback that takes the form of increased motivation for achievement. In contrast to seeking 
ostensible markers of success, Anglo Americans generally share a representation of success that 
is not limited to societal position or materialistic wealth. The representation of success that is 
emphasized and ideally upheld among Anglo Americans is some version of self-actualization or 
self-fulfillment—thus not easily seen and influenced by others, making others’ behaviors or 
feedback less potent influences on one’s behavior. For example, Anglo Americans’ choice of 
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defense in such situations (when facing others’ criticisms or derogatory feedback) may be to 
simply reject them, or if they cannot reject them, they may be skilled at engaging in self-
affirmation types of defense.  
 
1.7 OVERVIEW  
In the following two studies I explored whether Asian Americans do in fact show a desire 
to prove themselves in a hostile performance situation. The main questions that I address in the 
studies are: 
1. Does the “I will show you” / “chip on the shoulder” effect emerge among Asians and 
Asian Americans in laboratory conditions? 
2. Is the “I will show you” / “chip on the shoulder” effect related to being Asian or is it 
more relevant to being Asian American? That is, will Asians in their native Asian country 
show a similar effect as well as Asian Americans in the U.S.?  
3. If the “I will show you” / “chip on the shoulder” effect exists, does it have to be in one’s 
“wheelhouse” domain or will it show in any domain?  
4. Can I find Anglo Americans showing the “I will show you” / “chip on the shoulder” 
effect if the conditions are just right – by giving them a performance situation that 
corresponds to their “wheelhouse” domain? 
 
In the first study, I tested the hypothesis that Asian Americans will be more likely to 
show increased effort in response to an insulting treatment that presumably questioned their 
intelligence and competence in a given task. The hostility manipulation was “embedded” in the 
instructions for the dependent measures used in this study, such that participants received 
different versions of the instructions for the tasks from the experimenter which reflected varying 
levels of expectations or impressions of competency that the experimenter had of the participant.  
In the second study and third studies, I attempted to replicate the energizing effect of 
derision on Asian Americans, examining it in other domains that are not stereotypically 
associated with Asian American excellence (creativity and physical ability).  
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CHAPTER 2: EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 
 
2.1 STUDY 1: MOTIVATION FROM DEROGATORY FEEDBACK ON EFFORT-BASED 
MATH AND VERBAL TASKS 
 In this study I tested the triple package hypothesis that Asian Americans will be more 
likely than Anglo Americans to show increased effort in response to an insulting, unsubstantiated 
feedback of others. This hypothesis stems from the triple package hypothesis (Chua & Rubenfeld, 
2014), which suggests that the social-structural source of insecurity that is chronically felt by 
certain minority individuals, when combined with their implicit sense of group superiority 
(especially in the academic context), serve as an unlikely source of motivation for them when 
there are triggers that work as reminders of such insecurity.  
 
2.1.1 Method 
 Participants. I recruited three cultural groups of participants (total N = 330)
2
 at two 
different universities—Anglo Americans (N = 123) and Asians/Asian Americans (N = 69) were 
recruited from the University of Illinois in Champaign-Urbana, and Koreans (N = 138) were 
recruited from Yonsei University in Seoul, South Korea. With the exception of Koreans, female 
participants were the gender majority, constituting 73%, 55%, and 47% of Anglo Americans, 
Asians/Asian Americans, and Koreans, respectively. Among Anglo American participants, 95% 
described themselves as third generation or above Americans (“third generation” was described 
in the question text as having both paternal and maternal American-born grandparents), and 5% 
                                                          
2
For all three studies, the data collection ran for a predetermined period of a full academic year and our goal was 
to collect as much data as possible. With a participant pool that has a relatively large number of Anglo and Asian 
Americans, I can usually run between 200-300 participants per year. The average effect size of social psychology 
studies is r = .21 (Richard, Bond, & Stokes-Zoota, 2003), and I would have at least 80 percent power to detect an 
effect of that size with a sample between 200 and 300.  In Study 1, the effect size for Asian Americans in their 
“wheelhouse” domain (math) was an r of about .17.  With 200 to 300 participants in subsequent studies, I would 
have between 70 to 80 percent power to detect an effect of that size.  
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described themselves as second generation Americans (“second generation” was described in the 
question text as having both American-born mother and father, but not grandparents). Among 
Asians/Asian American participants, seventy-one percent reported to be first generation 
Americans (1
st
 generation was defined as “one or both of your parents was born outside of the 
U.S.”), while twenty-nine percent were born outside of the United States (2 were born in Hong 
Kong, 1 in Mainland China, 2 in Taiwan, 14 in Korea, and 1 in Canada). With regards to the 
number of years spent living in the U.S. or Korea, 100% of Anglo American participants 
reported to have lived in the U.S. for more than 12 years, 87% of Asians/Asian Americans 
reported to have lived in the U.S. for more than 12 years (and 13% of them lived in the U.S. for 
more than 9 years but less than 12 years), and 98% of Koreans reported to have lived in Korea 
for more than 12 years (1.5% lived in Korea for more than 9 years but less than 12 years, and 1 
person reported having lived in Korea for less than a year).   
 Materials.  
Math task. I created a thick, 35-page packet containing 500 easy arithmetic problems 
(additions, subtractions, and multiplications, involving 1- to 2-digit numbers). They are easy 
arithmetic problems (second grade math), but the packet is visually intimidating by its sheer 
quantity. The experimenter described the task as a “Math Power Test,” where we are looking at 
how much they can “power through a large quantity of work,” where we are “intentionally 
giving you more than you can actually finish.” The experimenter told participants that their score 
on this task will depend on the number of questions they attempt and the number of questions 
they get correct. 
 Alphabetizing task. I created a thick, 60-page packet containing 60, 6-word lists. Each 
word in a list was presented in a random order, and participants were instructed to alphabetize 
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each list into a correct alphabetical order from A to Z. The experimenter described the task to be 
assessing their “basic speed of processing of verbal abilities,” that it is a “speed of processing 
task, where we are intentionally giving you more than you can finish to measure how quickly 
and accurately you can go through these lists.” The experimenter told participants that their score 
on this task will depend on the number of lists they attempt to alphabetize, and how accurately 
they alphabetize each list.  
 Demographic and individual difference measures.  The demographic and individual 
difference measures were included in online survey that participants took at the very end of the 
experimental session. In Study 1 these included: neuroticism and agreeableness subscales of the 
Big Five Inventory, Basic Negative Emotion Scales from PANAS-X, inalienable vs. socially 
conferred self-worth, Loss of Face Scale, Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale, manipulation check 
questions, and basic demographic variables such as ethnicity, place of birth, years lived in the 
U.S., age, gender, major, household income, etc.  
 Big Five Inventory. I included the Big Five Inventory items for neuroticism, 
agreeableness, and openness to new experience, which totaled to 27 items that I used from the 
Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999). The specific personality dimensions that I was 
interested in were conscientiousness and neuroticism.  
 Basic Negative Emotion Scales. I included 23 Basic Negative Emotion Scale items from 
PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994) with momentary temporal instructions (“indicate to what 
extent you are feeling this way right now (that is, at the present moment”). The emotions 
included 6 fear items (afraid, scared, frightened, nervous, jittery, shaky), 6 hostility items (angry, 
hostile, irritable, scornful, disgusted, loathing), 6 guilt items (guilty, ashamed, blameworthy, 
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angry at self, disgusted with self, dissatisfied with self), and 5 sadness items (sad, blue, 
downhearted, alone, lonely).  
 Inalienable vs. socially conferred worth scale.  I included 4 items on inalienable vs. 
socially conferred worth that measures people’s endorsement of the idea that personal worth is 
inalienable versus socially conferred (Leung & Cohen, 2011). The items used here were: “How 
others treat me is irrelevant to my worth as a person,” “How much I respect myself is far, far 
more important than how much others respect me,” “No one (except me) can make me feel 
diminished,” and “No one can take a person’s self-respect away from him or her.” Higher scores 
on these items indicate greater endorsement of the idea of worth as inalienable (dignity ideal), 
whereas lower scores on these items indicate greater endorsement of worth as socially conferred 
(face or honor ideal).   
 Loss of Face Scale. I included 21 items included in the Loss of Face Scale (Zane, 2000) 
that was designed to measure the extent to which an individual avoids situations and behaviors 
that are related to loss of face. Examples of the Loss of Face Scale items are: “I am more affected 
when someone criticizes me in public than when someone criticizes me in private,” “During a 
discussion, I try not to ask questions because I may appear ignorant to others,” “I maintain a low 
profile because I do not want to make mistakes in front of other people,” and “Before I make 
comments in the presence of other people, I qualify my remarks.”  
 Other variables. I also included Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), items 
measuring parents’ socioeconomic status (occupational status, educational attainment, household 
income), items measuring the respondents’ subjective socioeconomic status, gender, ethnicity, 
place of birth, years lived in the U.S., and suspicion probe questions.  
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 Procedure. Each experimental session involved a 1:1 participant and experimenter 
setting for maximum experimental and procedural control. Because of the direct interpersonal 
nature of our experimental manipulation, each experimental session required an extensive and 
individualized set of verbal instructions for each participant (see below)—this necessarily 
precluded us from running multiple participants in a single experimental session.  
 As a cover story, the experimenter told participants that the study was looking at “the 
influence of cognitive abilities and intelligence on standard task performance.” Participants were 
then told that in order to measure their cognitive abilities, they will be doing two tasks, one 
measuring their “basic arithmetic abilities” and the other measuring their “basic verbal abilities.” 
Participants were then randomly assigned to either insult or neutral experimental conditions that 
substantially differed in the content and delivery of the instructions for the experimental tasks 
(see below, Insult variable: insult vs. neutral). Orthogonal to the insult or neutral task 
instructions condition, participants were also randomly assigned into one of the two conditions 
that differed in the number of experimenters involved in each session (see below, Experimenter 
switch variable: switch vs. no switch). 
 Insult variable: insult vs. neutral.
3
 The insult manipulation was “embedded” in the 
instructions for the dependent measures, in that participants received different versions of the 
instructions depending on their randomly assigned experimental condition of insult vs. no insult.  
For participants who were randomly assigned to the insult condition, the experimenter was 
trained to show a concerned worry that the participant would not be able to understand the 
simple instructions delivered to him or her. When it was time for the experimenter to start 
explaining the math and verbal tasks, the experimenter came into the room where the participant 
                                                          
3
Manipulation check questions were included in the three studies. Appendix A presents them and discusses 
interpretation issues. 
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was sitting and pulled out a chair from another desk to sit next to the participant, in an attempt to 
communicate the feeling that the experimenter thought this explanation was going to take a 
longer duration of time than is typical. In general, the experimenter sighed a lot, paused often, 
spoke very slowly, and tried to make an eye contact with the participant as often as the 
participant would allow him, as he delivered the instructions for both math and verbal tasks.  
 In the insult condition during the delivery of instructions for the math task, the 
experimenter insisted on walking the participant through the first two problems in the packet as 
an “example,” to make sure that they knew what they were doing when it came to additions, 
subtractions, and multiplications. For example, the first problem in the packet was: 36 + 16 + 16. 
The experimenter used the empty space in the packet reserved as scratch paper, and showed how 
to add three double-digit numbers with carrying, verbally explaining  the carry-over process as 
he did the additions by hand directly on the packet for the participant. He did this all over again 
with the second problem, staying that “just in case you didn’t get the first example, let me walk 
you through one more example.”  
 In the insult condition during the delivery of instructions for the verbal task, the 
experimenter again insisted on walking the participant through the alphabetizing process of the 
first list in the packet. The first list of the packet contained the following 6 words: unconcern, 
kinship, tame, tear, bulldozer, and protuberant. The experimenter verbally noted the first letter of 
each of the 6 words in the list: “So we have u for ‘unconcern,’ k for ‘kinship,’ t for ‘tame,’ 
another t for ‘tear,’ b for ‘bulldozer,’ and finally p for ‘protuberant.’ In the order of the alphabet, 
b comes first out of all of these first letters, so ‘bulldozer’ would come first in the alphabetized 
list. Next would be ‘kinship’ since k comes after that. Next is the tricky part – we have two 
words that both start with t.” At this point, the experimenter paused and looked at the participant 
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worriedly: “Since they both start with t, now we need to consider the second letter of these two 
words. For ‘tame’ the second letter is a, and for ‘tear’ the second letter is e. Since a comes before 
e in the alphabet, ‘tame’ would go next in the alphabetized list, ‘tear’ would go after that, and 
finally we are left with our last word, ‘protuberant.’ Do you understand what you need to do with 
other lists you have here?”  
 Participants who were assigned to the no insult condition did not receive any of the above 
superfluous instructions – while they received the instructions with same examples as in the 
insult condition, the examples were demonstrated much quickly, at the rate expected for 
interacting with an audience who graduated with a high school degree and is working towards 
their bachelor’s degree. 
 Experimenter switch variable: switch vs. no switch. I also randomly assigned half of 
the participants into a condition where the experimenter who insults them through superfluous 
instructions either stayed throughout the entire study until the end (through the administration of 
the dependent measures of math and verbal tasks) or, came to an abrupt exit by the entrance of 
the “original” experimenter who had been “running late.” In the Switch condition, the 
experimenter who greeted the participant said he was just filling in for another experimenter who 
was running late, but since he is here and he is also a trained for this study, he will be filling in 
for the original experimenter until the original experimenter gets to the lab. The experimenter 
delivering these lines were trained to appear apologetic, but still authoritative and in control of 
the situation. In this condition, the “original” experimenter came running into the lab to take over 
the experiment immediately after the insult (or not) instructions had been delivered, and the 
experimenter who had been “filling in” made an obvious exit out of the lab. In the No switch 
condition, the experimenter who greeted the participant did not deliver the extra line in the 
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beginning about “filling in” for another experimenter, and did not leave after delivering the insult 
(or not) instructions.  
 The purpose of this additional manipulated variable was to see if the potential effect of 
the insult or the derogatory treatment motivated a desire to prove oneself to this particular 
experimenter or to prove oneself more generally to others (in this case, “the experimenters.”)  It 
is possible participants were also trying to prove something to themselves; however, we think 
having some audience is likely important, because the insult was delivered in such a way that it 
was unlikely to actually be internalized or cause the participant to realistically doubt his or her 
ability to do the tasks. I ended up collapsing across these two conditions because split analyses 
did not show any significant differences.  
 
2.1.2 Results 
I designed a 3 (culture: Anglos vs. Asians vs. Koreans)  2 (insult: insult vs. no insult)  
2 (experimenter switch: switch vs. none) between-subjects design. Table 1 shows full descriptive 
statistics of Anglos, Asians, and Koreans by insult and experimenter switch conditions.   
 
Table 1: Math and alphabetizing task scores: descriptive statistics of three cultural groups by insult and 
experimenter switch conditions 
 
   Anglos Asians Koreans 
   Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Math 
No Insult 
No Switch 60.18 18.47 81.82 32.19 152.38 29.37 
Switch 57.86 19.02 80.79 26.28 144.34 41.60 
Total 59.08 18.61 81.42 29.59 148.48 35.78 
Insult 
No Switch 58.90 23.24 89.88 29.75 158.33 45.82 
Switch 53.44 16.60 101.97 36.09 153.07 45.39 
Total 56.54 20.66 94.92 32.61 155.70 45.36 
Alphabetizing 
No Insult 
No Switch 158.59 45.26 173.26 57.69 155.39 36.37 
Switch 165.69 48.01 178.36 31.76 137.27 28.76 
Total 161.86 46.31 175.42 47.84 146.76 33.95 
Insult 
No Switch 163.50 30.45 164.67 43.53 148.69 35.73 
Switch 156.04 27.55 191.87 49.40 159.26 38.11 
Total 160.27 29.22 176 47.37 153.98 37.06 
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Collapsing across the two experimenter switch conditions (split analysis did not yield 
significant differences in results by the experimenter switch condition), Figure 1 shows the 
nonsignificant interaction of cultural group and insult condition in the math task. Across the 
insult conditions, Koreans outperformed both Asian Americans and Anglo Americans (main 
effect of culture, F(2, 310) = 270.14, p < .001) in the math task. However there was no 
significant interaction of culture and insult condition, F(2, 310) = 1.60, p = .203.  
 
 
Figure 1: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Asians vs. Koreans) and insult condition in 
math performance. 
 
Figure 2 shows the nonsignificant interaction of cultural group and insult condition in the 
alphabetizing task. Across the conditions, Asian Americans outperformed both Anglo Americans 
and Koreans (main effect of culture, F(2, 315) = 10.51, p < .001). However there was no 
significant interaction of culture and insult condition, F(2, 315) = .52, p = .597.  
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Figure 2: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Asians vs. Koreans) and insult condition in the 
alphabetizing task. 
 
Comparing Anglo Americans with Asian Americans.  There was a significant 
interaction between culture (Anglos vs. Asians) and insult condition on the math performance, 
F(1, 176) = 5.21, p = .024 (Figure 3). In the alphabetizing task, however, the same interaction 
between culture (Anglos vs. Asians) and insult condition was not found, F(1, 184) = .14, p 
= .707 (Figure 4).  
 
  
 
 
30 
 
 
Figure 3: Significant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Asians) and insult condition in math performance 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Asians) and insult condition in the 
alphabetizing task.  
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Comparing Anglo Americans with Koreans.  There was a nonsignificant interaction 
between culture (Anglos vs. Koreans) and insult condition on the math performance, F(1, 247) = 
1.48, p = .224 (Figure 5). This interaction was nonsignificant in the alphabetizing task as well, 
F(1, 254) = .90, p = .344 (Figure 6).  
 
 
 
Figure 5: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Koreans) and insult condition in math 
performance. 
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Figure 6: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Koreans) and insult condition in the 
alphabetizing task.  
 
Comparing Anglo Americans with Asians and Koreans combined.  There was a 
nonsignificant interaction between culture (Anglos vs. Asians and Koreans) and insult condition 
on the math performance, F(1, 318) = 1.36, p = .245 (Figure 7). This interaction was 
nonsignificant in the alphabetizing task as well, F(1, 323) = .46, p = .498 (Figure 8).  
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Figure 7: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Asians and Koreans) and insult condition in 
math performance. 
 
 
 
Figure 8: Nonsignificant interaction of culture (Anglos vs. Asians and Koreans) and insult condition in 
alphabetizing performance. 
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Demographic and individual difference variables.  The demographic and individual 
difference variables that have theoretical relevance in predicting individuals’ performance in 
math and alphabetizing in response to insult were analyzed in separate multiple regression 
analyses. The insult condition variable was recoded into a dummy variable, such that people in 
the control condition were coded as 0 and people in the insult condition were coded as 1. The 
culture variable was recoded into two dummy variables, one comparing Anglos with Asians, and 
the other comparing Anglos with Koreans, and in both dummy variables Anglo Americans 
served as a baseline group (coded as 0), Asians (coded as 1) and Koreans (coded as 1). I ran 
regressions on the following demographic and individual difference variables, examining their 
role as both mediators and moderators: neuroticism, agreeableness, PANAS hostility subscale, 
endorsement of socially conferred self-worth, fear of losing face, and self-esteem. The (mostly) 
nonsignificant results from the regression analyses are provided in the following regression 
tables (Tables 2-25), indicating that the individual differences do not provide much in the way of 
mediation or moderation. (It should also be noted that because experimental condition and 
ethnicity are dummy variables, there is a fair amount of multicollinearity in the regressions 
below
4
. Thus, the Insult  Asian American effect is significant in ANOVA, but has a tolerance 
of .332 and a p-level of .11 in regression. Although there is no hard and fast rule about what 
value of the tolerance statistic should cause concern, the general guideline is that tolerance below 
0.2 indicates a potential problem [Menard, 1995]. Therefore, if tolerance for a given variable 
goes below 0.2, I note it in the analysis below.) 
                                                          
4
 Multicollinearity is produced as a result of dummy variables interacting with standardized individual difference 
variables. Further, for a categorical variable with 3 levels, dummy variables for 2 of the levels will be correlated 
with each other. Although participants were randomly assigned to conditions (thus no association between 
condition and ethnicity codes), the interaction terms of dummy coded variables crossed with individual difference 
variables create multicollinearity when added in the model.  
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Table 2: Linear model of predictors of math performance (culture, insult, and neuroticism) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 59.08 4.25  13.89 0.00 59.22 4.26  13.91 0.00 59.05 4.28  13.81 0.00 
Insult (No insult = 0) -2.53 6.04 -0.02 -0.42 0.68 -2.61 6.04 -0.02 -0.43 0.67 -2.49 6.07 -0.02 -0.41 0.68 
Asian (Anglo = 0) 22.34 7.25 0.17 3.08 0.00 22.54 7.25 0.17 3.11 0.00 22.95 7.35 0.17 3.12 0.00 
Korean (Anglo = 0) 89.41 5.85 0.82 15.28 0.00 88.86 5.90 0.82 15.06 0.00 88.68 5.95 0.82 14.92 0.00 
Insult  Asian 16.03 10.03 0.09 1.60 0.11 16.94 10.07 0.10 1.68 0.09 18.72 10.34 0.11 1.81 0.07 
Insult  Korean 9.75 8.21 0.08 1.19 0.24 9.54 8.27 0.07 1.15 0.25 9.77 8.35 0.08 1.17 0.24 
Neuroticism      -2.01 2.77 -0.04 -0.73 0.47 0.44 4.40 0.01 0.10 0.92 
Insult  Neuroticism      -1.09 3.74 -0.02 -0.29 0.77 -1.06 5.77 -0.02 -0.18 0.85 
Asian  Neuroticism           -3.92 7.73 -0.03 -0.51 0.61 
Korean  Neuroticism           -4.17 6.18 -0.05 -0.67 0.50 
Asian  Insult  Neuroticism           -4.27 10.29 -0.03 -0.42 0.68 
Korean  Insult  Neuroticism           1.66 8.40 0.01 0.20 0.84 
Note. R2 = .64 for Step 1 (p = .00); R2 = .002 for Step 2 (p = .36); R2 = .002 for Step 3 (p = .74). 
 
 
Table 3: Linear model of predictors of math performance (culture, insult, and felt hostility) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 59.08 4.25  13.89 0.00 58.25 4.31  13.51 0.00 58.90 4.59  12.85 0.00 
Insult (No insult = 0) -2.53 6.04 -0.02 -0.42 0.68 -1.54 6.16 -0.01 -0.25 0.80 -2.20 7.15 -0.02 -0.31 0.76 
Asian (Anglo = 0) 22.34 7.25 0.17 3.08 0.00 22.33 7.25 0.17 3.08 0.00 21.60 7.63 0.16 2.83 0.01 
Korean (Anglo = 0) 89.41 5.85 0.82 15.28 0.00 91.26 6.06 0.84 15.06 0.00 90.80 6.21 0.84 14.63 0.00 
Insult  Asian 16.03 10.03 0.09 1.60 0.11 15.96 10.05 0.09 1.59 0.11 15.06 10.97 0.09 1.37 0.17 
Insult  Korean 9.75 8.21 0.08 1.19 0.24 7.54 8.62 0.06 0.88 0.38 7.48 9.23 0.06 0.81 0.42 
Hostility      -3.25 2.72 -0.06 -1.19 0.23 -0.71 6.55 -0.01 -0.11 0.91 
Insult  Hostility      3.73 3.82 0.05 0.98 0.33 1.15 11.62 0.02 0.10 0.92 
Asian  Hostility           -2.88 8.89 -0.02 -0.32 0.75 
Korean  Hostility*           -3.14 7.42 -0.05 -0.42 0.67 
Asian  Insult  Hostility           -5.83 15.26 -0.03 -0.38 0.70 
Korean  Insult  Hostility*           4.47 12.49 0.05 0.36 0.72 
Note. R2 = .64 for Step 1 (p = .00); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .48); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p = .81). 
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 4: Linear model of predictors of math performance (culture, insult, and agreeableness) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 59.08 4.25  13.89 0.00 58.94 4.47  13.19 0.00 61.86 4.66  13.28 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -2.53 6.04 -0.02 -0.42 0.68 -2.47 6.41 -0.02 -0.39 0.70 -2.37 6.87 -0.02 -0.34 0.73 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 22.34 7.25 0.17 3.08 0.00 22.46 7.35 0.17 3.05 0.00 18.79 7.50 0.14 2.51 0.01 
Korean (vs. Anglo) 89.41 5.85 0.82 15.28 0.00 89.70 6.50 0.83 13.81 0.00 88.33 6.65 0.81 13.28 0.00 
Insult  Asian 16.03 10.03 0.09 1.60 0.11 16.00 10.28 0.09 1.56 0.12 17.01 10.55 0.10 1.61 0.11 
Insult  Korean 9.75 8.21 0.08 1.19 0.24 9.59 9.12 0.07 1.05 0.29 8.26 9.38 0.06 0.88 0.38 
Agreeableness      0.31 2.92 0.01 0.11 0.92 -6.09 4.22 -0.11 -1.44 0.15 
Insult  Agreeableness      -0.18 4.04 0.00 -0.04 0.97 0.96 6.29 0.01 0.15 0.88 
Asian  Agreeableness           16.22 7.65 0.13 2.12 0.04 
Korean  Agreeableness           9.53 6.65 0.10 1.43 0.15 
Asian  Insult  Agreeableness           -5.08 10.46 -0.03 -0.49 0.63 
Korean  Insult  Agreeableness*           -3.47 9.28 -0.03 -0.37 0.71 
Note. R2 = .64 for Step 1 (p = .00); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .99); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p = .11). 
*Tolerance < 0.2 
 
 
Table 5: Linear model of predictors of math performance (culture, insult, and endorsement of socially conferred self-worth) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 59.08 4.25  13.89 0.00 59.31 4.28  13.84 0.00 58.64 4.30  13.62 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -2.53 6.04 -0.02 -0.42 0.68 -2.63 6.10 -0.03 -0.43 0.67 -2.17 6.15 -0.02 -0.35 0.73 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 22.34 7.25 0.17 3.08 0.00 22.11 7.28 0.17 3.04 0.00 22.77 7.28 0.17 3.13 0.00 
Korean (vs. Anglo) 89.41 5.85 0.82 15.28 0.00 88.95 5.93 0.82 15.01 0.00 89.17 5.94 0.82 15.01 0.00 
Insult  Asian 16.03 10.03 0.09 1.60 0.11 16.23 10.06 0.10 1.61 0.11 14.92 10.14 0.09 1.47 0.14 
Insult  Korean 9.75 8.21 0.08 1.19 0.24 9.90 8.41 0.08 1.18 0.24 7.87 8.49 0.06 0.93 0.36 
Socially conferred worth (SCW)      -1.50 2.71 -0.03 -0.56 0.58 2.84 4.02 0.05 0.71 0.48 
Insult  SCW      0.95 3.79 0.01 0.25 0.80 -2.54 5.58 -0.03 -0.46 0.65 
Asian  SCW           -8.68 6.77 -0.08 -1.28 0.20 
Korean  SCW           -7.34 6.36 -0.07 -1.15 0.25 
Asian  Insult  SCW           12.73 9.34 0.09 1.36 0.17 
Korean  Insult  SCW           0.13 9.04 0.00 0.01 0.99 
Note. R2 = .64 for Step 1 (p = .00); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .84); R2 = .01 for Step 3 (p = .33). 
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Table 6: Linear model of predictors of math performance (culture, insult, and fear of losing face) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 59.08 4.25  13.89 0.00 59.27 4.24  13.97 0.00 59.02 4.21  14.03 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -2.53 6.04 -0.02 -0.42 0.68 -3.35 6.11 -0.03 -0.55 0.58 -1.61 6.14 -0.02 -0.26 0.79 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 22.34 7.25 0.17 3.08 0.00 20.94 7.27 0.16 2.88 0.00 21.47 7.38 0.16 2.91 0.00 
Korean (vs. Anglo) 89.41 5.85 0.82 15.28 0.00 87.83 5.91 0.81 14.87 0.00 85.37 5.93 0.79 14.39 0.00 
Insult  Asian 16.03 10.03 0.09 1.60 0.11 18.22 10.11 0.11 1.80 0.07 17.00 10.19 0.10 1.67 0.10 
Insult  Korean 9.75 8.21 0.08 1.19 0.24 11.82 8.28 0.09 1.43 0.15 12.60 8.35 0.10 1.51 0.13 
Fear of losing face (face fear)      4.88 2.75 0.09 1.78 0.08 -1.35 3.83 -0.03 -0.35 0.73 
Insult  Face fear      -6.46 3.73 -0.09 -1.73 0.08 3.55 5.22 0.05 0.68 0.50 
Asian  Face fear           5.07 8.12 0.04 0.62 0.53 
Korean  Face fear           15.75 6.00 0.17 2.63 0.01 
Asian  Insult  Face fear           -16.95 11.03 -0.09 -1.54 0.13 
Korean  Insult  Face fear           -21.51 8.13 -0.17 -2.65 0.01 
Note. R2 = .64 for Step 1 (p = .00); R2 = .004 for Step 2 (p = .17); R2 = 2.45 for Step 3 (p = .05). 
 
 
Table 7: Linear model of predictors of math performance (culture, insult, and self-esteem) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 59.08 4.24  13.93 0.00 57.94 4.38  13.23 0.00 58.35 4.62  12.64 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -3.82 5.90 -0.04 -0.65 0.52 -3.07 6.01 -0.03 -0.51 0.61 -3.13 6.22 -0.03 -0.50 0.62 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 21.17 7.15 0.16 2.96 0.00 22.82 7.32 0.17 3.12 0.00 22.75 7.47 0.17 3.05 0.00 
Korean (vs. Anglo) 90.21 5.74 0.83 15.72 0.00 91.66 5.90 0.84 15.53 0.00 91.23 6.05 0.84 15.07 0.00 
Insult  Asian 15.35 9.79 0.09 1.57 0.12 14.94 10.00 0.09 1.49 0.14 14.67 10.21 0.09 1.44 0.15 
Insult  Korean 9.80 8.01 0.08 1.22 0.22 8.81 8.14 0.07 1.08 0.28 8.98 8.28 0.07 1.08 0.28 
Self-esteem (SE)      -2.94 2.82 -0.05 -1.04 0.30 -1.88 4.60 -0.04 -0.41 0.68 
Insult  SE      0.61 3.71 0.01 0.16 0.87 1.66 6.03 0.02 0.28 0.78 
Asian  SE           -3.03 7.42 -0.03 -0.41 0.68 
Korean  SE           -0.89 6.49 -0.01 -0.14 0.89 
Asian  Insult  SE           0.90 9.55 0.01 0.09 0.93 
Korean  Insult  SE           -3.65 8.66 -0.03 -0.42 0.67 
Note. R2 = .64 for Step 1 (p = .00); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .37); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p = .94). 
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Table 8: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance (culture, insult, and neuroticism) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 161.86 4.99  32.42 0.00 162.30 5.00  32.45 0.00 162.51 4.95  32.82 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -1.59 7.15 -0.02 -0.22 0.82 -1.97 7.15 -0.02 -0.28 0.78 -2.27 7.07 -0.03 -0.32 0.75 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 13.57 8.52 0.14 1.59 0.11 14.10 8.52 0.14 1.65 0.10 15.54 8.58 0.16 1.81 0.07 
Korean (vs. Anglo) -15.10 7.06 -0.18 -2.14 0.03 -16.29 7.12 -0.20 -2.29 0.02 -15.44 7.05 -0.19 -2.19 0.03 
Insult  Asian 2.17 11.93 0.02 0.18 0.86 2.66 11.98 0.02 0.22 0.82 8.78 12.16 0.07 0.72 0.47 
Insult  Korean 8.81 9.89 0.09 0.89 0.37 9.28 9.96 0.10 0.93 0.35 9.77 9.88 0.10 0.99 0.32 
Neuroticism (N)      -4.06 3.30 -0.10 -1.23 0.22 -5.99 5.11 -0.15 -1.17 0.24 
Insult  N      1.16 4.49 0.02 0.26 0.80 7.43 6.76 0.14 1.10 0.27 
Asian  N           -4.98 8.77 -0.06 -0.57 0.57 
Korean  N           7.66 7.31 0.11 1.05 0.30 
Asian  Insult  N           -19.21 11.93 -0.16 -1.61 0.11 
Korean  Insult  N           -6.49 9.96 -0.07 -0.65 0.52 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .002); R2 = .007 for Step 2 (p = .30); R2 = .037 for Step 3 (p = .01). 
 
 
Table 9: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance (culture, insult, and felt hostility) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 161.86 4.99  32.42 0.00 162.04 5.08  31.90 0.00 159.99 5.36  29.86 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -1.59 7.15 -0.02 -0.22 0.82 -1.60 7.29 -0.02 -0.22 0.83 2.20 8.11 0.03 0.27 0.79 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 13.57 8.52 0.14 1.59 0.11 13.57 8.54 0.14 1.59 0.11 15.95 8.91 0.16 1.79 0.07 
Korean (vs. Anglo) -15.10 7.06 -0.18 -2.14 0.03 -15.49 7.31 -0.19 -2.12 0.04 -14.00 7.41 -0.17 -1.89 0.06 
Insult  Asian 2.17 11.93 0.02 0.18 0.86 2.10 11.97 0.02 0.18 0.86 -6.42 12.76 -0.05 -0.50 0.62 
Insult  Korean 8.81 9.89 0.09 0.89 0.37 8.79 10.36 0.09 0.85 0.40 4.42 10.77 0.05 0.41 0.68 
Hostility      0.72 3.33 0.02 0.22 0.83 -7.25 7.75 -0.18 -0.94 0.35 
Insult  Hostility      -0.17 4.64 0.00 -0.04 0.97 13.29 12.98 0.24 1.02 0.31 
Asian  Hostility           9.29 10.57 0.09 0.88 0.38 
Korean  Hostility*           9.93 8.84 0.20 1.12 0.26 
Asian  Insult  Hostility           -37.93 17.60 -0.22 -2.16 0.03 
Korean  Insult  Hostility*           -12.69 14.13 -0.20 -0.90 0.37 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .002); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .96); R2 = .024 for Step 3 (p = .09). 
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 10: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance (culture, insult, and agreeableness) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 161.86 4.99  32.42 0.00 161.82 5.24  30.89 0.00 164.61 5.38  30.61 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -1.59 7.15 -0.02 -0.22 0.82 -1.39 7.60 -0.02 -0.18 0.86 -0.45 8.08 -0.01 -0.06 0.96 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 13.57 8.52 0.14 1.59 0.11 13.60 8.65 0.14 1.57 0.12 9.93 8.67 0.10 1.15 0.25 
Korean (vs. Anglo) -15.10 7.06 -0.18 -2.14 0.03 -15.02 7.78 -0.18 -1.93 0.05 -18.86 7.87 -0.23 -2.40 0.02 
Insult  Asian 2.17 11.93 0.02 0.18 0.86 1.95 12.25 0.02 0.16 0.87 2.95 12.41 0.02 0.24 0.81 
Insult  Korean 8.81 9.89 0.09 0.89 0.37 8.45 10.97 0.09 0.77 0.44 6.24 11.15 0.06 0.56 0.58 
Agreeableness (A)      0.09 3.53 0.00 0.03 0.98 -6.33 5.01 -0.16 -1.26 0.21 
Insult  A      -0.37 4.88 -0.01 -0.08 0.94 -0.22 7.47 0.00 -0.03 0.98 
Asian  A           23.90 9.00 0.26 2.65 0.01 
Korean  A           4.21 7.99 0.06 0.53 0.60 
Asian  Insult  A           -1.05 12.39 -0.01 -0.09 0.93 
Korean  Insult  A*           -3.50 11.11 -0.04 -0.32 0.75 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .002); R2 = .000 for Step 2 (p = .996); R2 = .046 for Step 3 (p = .003). 
*Tolerance < 0.2 
 
 
Table 11: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance (culture, insult, and endorsement of socially conferred self-worth) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 161.86 4.99  32.42 0.00 162.80 5.02  32.46 0.00 163.67 5.08  32.21 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -1.59 7.15 -0.02 -0.22 0.82 -1.01 7.18 -0.01 -0.14 0.89 -2.26 7.28 -0.03 -0.31 0.76 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 13.57 8.52 0.14 1.59 0.11 12.40 8.51 0.13 1.46 0.15 11.84 8.55 0.12 1.38 0.17 
Korean (vs. Anglo) -15.10 7.06 -0.18 -2.14 0.03 -16.56 7.11 -0.20 -2.33 0.02 -17.26 7.16 -0.21 -2.41 0.02 
Insult  Asian 2.17 11.93 0.02 0.18 0.86 2.94 11.89 0.02 0.25 0.81 3.46 12.03 0.03 0.29 0.77 
Insult  Korean 8.81 9.89 0.09 0.89 0.37 6.68 10.05 0.07 0.67 0.51 6.05 10.19 0.06 0.59 0.55 
Socially conferred worth (SCW)      -4.17 3.21 -0.10 -1.30 0.20 -8.03 4.62 -0.20 -1.74 0.08 
Insult  SCW      -2.36 4.51 -0.04 -0.52 0.60 3.13 6.53 0.06 0.48 0.63 
Asian  SCW           9.54 7.71 0.12 1.24 0.22 
Korean  SCW           5.22 7.98 0.07 0.65 0.51 
Asian  Insult  SCW           -8.68 10.91 -0.08 -0.80 0.43 
Korean  Insult  SCW           -12.26 11.10 -0.11 -1.11 0.27 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .002); R2 = 2.97 for Step 2 (p = .053); R2 = .66 for Step 3 (p = .620). 
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Table 12: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance (culture, insult, and fear of losing face) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 161.86 4.99  32.42 0.00 161.72 5.00  32.35 0.00 161.46 4.95  32.63 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -1.59 7.15 -0.02 -0.22 0.82 -1.75 7.24 -0.02 -0.24 0.81 0.78 7.25 0.01 0.11 0.92 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 13.57 8.52 0.14 1.59 0.11 14.62 8.58 0.15 1.70 0.09 12.65 8.69 0.13 1.46 0.15 
Korean (vs. Anglo) -15.10 7.06 -0.18 -2.14 0.03 -13.77 7.17 -0.17 -1.92 0.06 -15.75 7.24 -0.19 -2.18 0.03 
Insult  Asian 2.17 11.93 0.02 0.18 0.86 1.49 12.06 0.01 0.12 0.90 2.65 12.12 0.02 0.22 0.83 
Insult  Korean 8.81 9.89 0.09 0.89 0.37 7.70 10.01 0.08 0.77 0.44 7.16 10.10 0.07 0.71 0.48 
Fear of losing face (face fear)      -3.71 3.33 -0.09 -1.11 0.27 -10.86 4.59 -0.27 -2.37 0.02 
Insult  Face fear      2.89 4.52 0.05 0.64 0.52 16.28 6.26 0.30 2.60 0.01 
Asian  Face fear           16.18 9.58 0.15 1.69 0.09 
Korean  Face fear           14.13 7.35 0.21 1.92 0.06 
Asian  Insult  Face fear           -37.00 13.18 -0.25 -2.81 0.01 
Korean  Insult  Face fear           -23.37 9.90 -0.25 -2.36 0.02 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .002); R2 = .004 for Step 2 (p = .52); R2 = .031 for Step 3 (p = .03). 
 
 
Table 13: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance (culture, insult, and self-esteem) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant 159.35 4.98  32.03 0.00 156.89 5.09  30.83 0.00 153.69 5.23  29.38 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -2.49 7.04 -0.03 -0.35 0.72 -0.06 7.11 0.00 -0.01 0.99 3.46 7.20 0.04 0.48 0.63 
Asian (vs. Anglo) 15.65 8.49 0.16 1.84 0.07 19.46 8.64 0.19 2.25 0.03 22.95 8.67 0.23 2.65 0.01 
Korean (vs. Anglo) -13.75 6.96 -0.17 -1.98 0.05 -10.55 7.09 -0.13 -1.49 0.14 -8.50 7.12 -0.10 -1.19 0.23 
Insult  Asian 1.20 11.80 0.01 0.10 0.92 -2.48 11.97 -0.02 -0.21 0.84 -3.30 12.04 -0.03 -0.27 0.78 
Insult  Korean 11.18 9.74 0.11 1.15 0.25 8.02 9.83 0.08 0.82 0.42 5.53 9.82 0.06 0.56 0.57 
Self-esteem (SE)      -7.27 3.40 -0.18 -2.14 0.03 -16.70 5.31 -0.41 -3.14 0.00 
Insult  SE      7.01 4.46 0.13 1.57 0.12 18.97 6.91 0.35 2.75 0.01 
Asian  SE           7.87 8.81 0.10 0.89 0.37 
Korean  SE           20.72 7.69 0.29 2.70 0.01 
Asian  Insult  SE           -18.55 11.30 -0.18 -1.64 0.10 
Korean  Insult  SE           -19.75 10.22 -0.20 -1.93 0.05 
Note. R2 = .05 for Step 1 (p = .002); R2 = .013 for Step 2 (p = .103); R2 = .028 for Step 3 (p = .038). 
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Table 14
5
: Linear model of predictors of math performance among Asians (insult and neuroticism) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 81.99 5.66  14.50 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 16.23 7.92 0.26 2.05 0.05 
Neuroticism -3.48 6.01 -0.11 -0.58 0.57 
Insult  Neuroticism -5.33 8.06 -0.12 -0.66 0.51 
Note. R2 = .089 (p = .115) 
 
 
Table 15: Linear model of predictors of math performance among Asians (insult and felt hostility) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 80.49 5.82  13.83 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 12.86 7.95 0.20 1.62 0.11 
Felt hostility -3.59 5.74 -0.10 -0.63 0.53 
Insult  Hostility -4.68 9.45 -0.08 -0.50 0.62 
Note. R2 = .069 (p = .207) 
 
 
Table 16: Linear model of predictors of math performance among Asians (insult and agreeableness) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 80.65 5.54  14.56 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 14.65 7.55 0.23 1.94 0.06 
Agreeableness 10.13 6.02 0.31 1.68 0.10 
Insult  Agreeableness -4.13 7.88 -0.10 -0.52 0.60 
Note. R2 = .106 (p = .069) 
 
 
Table 17: Linear model of predictors of math performance among Asians (insult and endorsement of 
socially conferred self-worth) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 81.41 5.61  14.51 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 12.76 7.70 0.20 1.66 0.10 
Socially conferred worth (SCW) -5.84 5.21 -0.20 -1.12 0.27 
Insult  SCW 10.19 7.15 0.25 1.42 0.16 
Note. R2 = .076 (p = .172) 
 
  
                                                          
5
 Because the culture by insult interaction effect was found only among Asians of the three cultural groups, Tables 
14-25 present the effect of each of the individual difference factors predicting math and alphabetizing scores 
among Asians only in models excluding the categorical variable of culture with 3 levels (where 2 of the levels are 
correlated with each other) to reduce multicollinearity in the models. 
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Table 18: Linear model of predictors of math performance among Asians (insult and fear of losing face)  
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 80.50 5.84  13.78 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 15.39 7.84 0.24 1.96 0.05 
Fear of losing face (face fear) 3.72 6.90 0.10 0.54 0.59 
Insult  Face fear -13.41 9.36 -0.26 -1.43 0.16 
Note. R2 = .084 (p = .135) 
 
 
Table 19: Linear model of predictors of math performance among Asians (insult and self-esteem) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 82.07 5.70  14.40 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 14.61 7.95 0.23 1.84 0.07 
Self-esteem (SE) -4.24 5.62 -0.15 -0.76 0.45 
Insult  SE -0.07 7.17 0.00 -0.01 0.99 
Note. R2 = .068 (p = .216) 
 
 
Table 20: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance among Asians (insult and 
neuroticism) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 178.04 8.05  22.11 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 6.51 11.37 0.07 0.57 0.57 
Neuroticism -10.97 8.20 -0.23 -1.34 0.19 
Insult  Neuroticism -11.78 11.30 -0.18 -1.04 0.30 
Note. R2 = .137 (p = .021) 
 
 
Table 21: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance among Asians (insult and felt 
hostility) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 175.94 8.44  20.84 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) -4.22 11.70 -0.05 -0.36 0.72 
Felt hostility 2.03 8.54 0.04 0.24 0.81 
Insult  Hostility -24.64 14.11 -0.27 -1.75 0.09 
Note. R2 = .06 (p = .259) 
 
 
Table 22: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance among Asians (insult and 
agreeableness) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 174.54 7.91  22.07 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 2.50 10.95 0.03 0.23 0.82 
Agreeableness 17.57 8.70 0.36 2.02 0.05 
Insult  Agreeableness -1.27 11.49 -0.02 -0.11 0.91 
Note. R2 = .119 (p = .04) 
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Table 23: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance among Asians (insult and 
endorsement of socially conferred self-worth) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 175.51 8.40  20.89 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 1.20 11.70 0.01 0.10 0.92 
Socially conferred worth (SCW) 1.51 7.53 0.04 0.20 0.84 
Insult  SCW -5.55 10.68 -0.09 -0.52 0.61 
Note. R2 = .005 (p = .954) 
 
 
Table 24: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance among Asians (insult and fear of 
losing face) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 174.11 8.61  20.23 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 3.43 11.71 0.04 0.29 0.77 
Fear of losing face (face fear) 5.33 10.14 0.09 0.53 0.60 
Insult  Face fear -20.72 13.98 -0.26 -1.48 0.14 
Note. R2 = .042 (p = .424) 
 
 
Table 25: Linear model of predictors of alphabetizing performance among Asians (insult and self-
esteem) 
 
Variable B SE B β t p 
Constant 176.87 8.33  21.25 0.00 
Insult (vs. No Insult) 3.24 11.77 0.03 0.28 0.78 
Self-esteem (SE) -8.66 8.41 -0.20 -1.03 0.31 
Insult  SE -1.39 10.76 -0.03 -0.13 0.90 
Note. R2 = .048 (p = .354) 
 
 
 
2.1.3 Discussion 
 Study 1 was an initial test of the hypothesis that Asians and Asian Americans would 
show the “I will show you” / “chip on the shoulder” effect when they experience social scorn. 
Results provided some, but inconsistent, evidence for the existence of the “I will show you” 
effect, by population and performance contexts—Asian Americans was the only group that 
showed the effect (but not Koreans), and this Asian American effect was still limited to the 
mathematical domain.  
 The null results from Koreans provided some initial evidence that the “I will show you” 
effect is associated with being Asian American rather than being ethnically Asian.  However, it 
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is also consistent with another interpretation regarding being in one’s wheelhouse—that is, it is 
possible that for Asians to show the “I will show you” effect, they need to be given a 
performance domain that they consider as their wheelhouse (relevant and skilled) to show the 
effect. Asian Americans are “positively” stereotyped for being skilled in math, and the 
alphabetizing task in comparison may have served as a less meaningful task (to everyone, not 
just to Asian Americans). The Koreans performed quite well on the math task, but for Koreans in 
Korea, the feeling of being superior (in one’s wheelhouse) may not hold the way it does for 
Asian Americans in America. It is also possible that being in one’s wheelhouse is a sufficient 
condition for any individuals to show the “I will show you” effect upon receiving an insulting 
treatment, and Anglo Americans may also show this effect if they are given a task in their 
wheelhouse. In the next study, I explored the effect further, focusing on bringing out the effect 
among Anglo Americans, as well as giving Asian Americans a non-wheelhouse domain to see if 
the effect could be replicated in another domain that is not associated with Asian American 
excellence.  
 
2.2 STUDY 2: MOTIVATION FROM DEROGATORY FEEDBACK ON CREATIVITY 
TASKS 
In Study 1, I examined the effect of experimentally-induced derogatory treatment on 
participants’ motivation to work hard in the domain of arithmetic and alphabetizing abilities, in 
how much they can productively power through a large quantity of work. In Study 2, I looked at 
a different domain of productive work—productive creativity. 
I chose to measure productive creativity in part because I wanted to find a task in which 
Anglo Americans would be more likely to have a natural propensity for doing well—to examine 
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if Anglo Americans would show the “I will show you” effect (similar to the effect shown by 
Asian Americans in Study 1) if they are given a task in their wheelhouse. Americans are well 
known for their celebration of individuality, acceptance and endorsement of individual 
differences and expressions, and fostering of unique thinking and creative solutions. In contrast 
to such norms, in most East Asian cultures, such ideals (celebration of individuality and 
endorsement of creative—often different and idiosyncratic—solutions) are not emphasized or 
encouraged. In the search for a domain in which Americans have a stereotyped superiority (or at 
a domain that they don’t feel psychologically threatened by), I decided that the domain of 
creativity would meet these standards the best.  
Trying out a performance measure in the Anglo American wheelhouse may also shed 
light on the puzzling result of Study 1 where I was unable to find the expected pattern of results 
with Koreans from Korea.  The result of Study 1 showing that only Asian Americans—
individuals in America who are often stereotyped to excel in math—showed the “I will show you” 
effect in math, but not Koreans in Korea—individuals who do not have the uniquely American 
belief in the “Asians are good at math” stereotype—led me to further hypothesize that the reason 
behind such isolated Asian American effect is related to the strong stereotype that exists in the 
U.S. when it comes to math performance among Asians. Ironically the “Asians-are-good-at-math” 
stereotype is not present in the actual Asian countries—for example, Koreans living in Korea are 
often not even aware of such stereotype, and thus doing math tests would not activate such a 
“positive” stereotype for them. Therefore, I tentatively concluded that the performance boost 
among Asian Americans while receiving insult in the domain of math was the result of having a 
particularly strong sense of superiority—the effect of being in one’s wheelhouse—which both 
Anglo Americans and Koreans living in Korea lacked in Study 1. 
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In Study 2, I limited my participant pool to those who were born in the U.S. (American 
citizens) so that I could explore the possibility that Asian American participants could be primed 
for their American identity and show a predicted pattern of results consistent with their Anglo 
American counterparts. More on this manipulation (bicultural identity prime) is described in the 
sections below.  
Additionally, with the change of the performance measure from math and alphabetizing 
to creativity, I also incorporated an additional “American superiority in creativity” induction 
measure, which I go through in more details in the sections below.  The additional superiority 
induction measure was included to safeguard against the possibility that Americans may not 
spontaneously activate the sense of mastery and superiority even when they are performing in a 
domain that they have a positive stereotypical association with (because their awareness of such 
stereotype may not be habitually activated—lessening the chance that it will be activated in the 
experiment). For this reason, I included an additional manipulation on instilling/priming the 
“American superiority” in the domain of creativity.  
I also included an identity prime measure where some of the participants were randomly 
assigned to be primed of their “American” identity (details of this prime measure are given in the 
sections below). This American identity prime served the purpose of potentially allowing the 
Asian American participants (American participants of Asian descent) to “act like” Americans—
that is, when Asian American participants receive the American identity prime, they may show a 
similar pattern of results to what they showed in Study 1 with the math task.  With the prime 
activating their American identity on a task where Americans typically do well (creativity), 
Asian Americans might exhibit the “I will show you” effect when underestimated by the 
experimenter.   
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 In Study 2, I experimentally manipulated the feelings of inferiority through a similar 
laboratory procedure as in Study 1, where the experimenter either 1) excessively described how 
to do a simple creativity task while staging a sense of concern or worry over the participant’s 
presumed lack of competency in understanding the instructions and carrying out the task, or 2) 
delivered the instructions in the normal, non-insulting way.   
 
2.2.1 Method 
 Participants. Participants were 193 Anglo American and 103 Asian American 
undergraduate students at the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign who received a course 
credit for participating in the study. We recruited Asian Americans (individuals of Chinese, 
Taiwanese, Japanese, and Korean ancestry who are 1
st
-, 2
nd
-, 3
rd
- and above-generation American, 
excluding international students) and Anglo Americans (Caucasian Americans with no ethnicity 
restriction).  
Materials.  
 Identity prime. To prime American identity among the Asian American participants, I 
used a similar version of the identity prime used by Benet-Martinez and her colleagues on 
activating one of the two cultural identities among bicultural individuals (Benet-Martinez, Leu, 
Lee, & Morris, 2002) and framed it as a “warm-up” exercise before getting into the main 
creativity task. (For maintaining consistency in applying the manipulation across the culture 
conditions, the identity prime measure was given to both Asian Americans and Anglo 
Americans).  For the American identity prime condition, I had participants think about some 
problems the United States faces as a nation and to think and write about their thoughts on how 
Americans, such as themselves, can contribute to resolving these issues.  
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As a control condition to the American identity prime, I gave participants a University of 
Illinois student identity prime where they were asked to read about problems the University of 
Illinois faces as an educational institution, and to think and write about their thoughts on how U 
of I students, such as themselves, can contribute to resolve these issues at the University. I gave 
participants five minutes for the identity prime. 
 Bogus subject performance evaluation form. In order to boost the effect of insult, the 
experimenter pretended to make a procedural mistake by inadvertently leaving out a “subject 
performance evaluation form”6 at the edge of the desk where the participant was sitting. As a 
result, the participant was left alone in the experimental room with what appears to be a brief, 
one-page evaluation form with their name filled out by hand in a thick red marker by the 
experimenter. 
 At the top of the form there were fields where the experimenter wrote the subject’s name 
and the date of the experiment in a bold red marker. There were five questions typed in a large 
font (so that the participant could easily read the content of the questions from where they were 
sitting), and the response options for questions ranged from “below average,” “average,” “above 
average,” to “outstanding,” and the experimenter filled out a scripted set of responses on these 
questions.  
The questions appeared on the form were: 
1. Readiness: Did the subject appear ready to take the test? 
2. Comprehension: Did the subject appear to understand the creativity instructions? 
3. Creativity: Did the subject appear creative, innovative, and imaginative?  
                                                          
6
 The bogus subject performance evaluation form was put into the experimental protocol to boost the effect of 
insult, after having collected first 61 participants (37 Anglo Americans and 24 Asian Americans; approximately 20% 
of the final sample). This decision was made after reviewing debriefings and experimenter notes from the initial 
subset of participants, who reported not feeling particularly insulted by the insult manipulation. The Ethnicity  
Insult manipulation interaction does not change in its nonsignificance when data is analyzed with (p = .56) or 
without the first 61 participants who did not receive the bogus subject performance evaluation form (p = .89). 
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4. Representativeness: Should the subject be considered representative of the University 
of Illinois student body?  
5. Other comments: _________________________ 
 In the condition where participants received an insulting treatment, the content of the 
subject evaluation form also reflected the presumed negative evaluation of the subject by the 
experimenter. In the insult condition, the experimenter marked the first two questions as 
“average, the next two as “below average,” and wrote in the line for “other comments” that they 
thought “the participant seemed dull.” From the literature on spontaneous self-enhancing 
tendencies of average North Americans as seen in the better-than-average effect (Alicke & 
Govorun, 2005; Alicke, Klotz, Breitenbecher, Yurak, & Vredenburg, 1995), we know that being 
evaluated as “average” on mundane traits can actually be felt as insulting to most Americans. 
Being marked as “below average,” then has a potential to become extremely insulting. Within 
the mainstream American culture (the culture where being exciting, action-oriented, and 
charismatic carries a lot of weight), being told that you are “dull” can be perceived as an 
extremely negative comment. In the condition where participants received a control treatment 
(no feedback), the same “subject performance evaluation” form was left out, but only the top 
portion of the form was filled out (subject’s name and the date of the experiment) and the rest 
was left blank.  
 Creativity task. As discussed above, the performance measure used in this study was a 
task diagnostic of productive creativity.  The creativity task I used was a modified version of 
Guilford’s many uses task (Guilford, 1967). In this task, participants were instructed to come up 
with as many alternative uses for three common household objects (pencil, paperclip, and 
newspaper) as possible. The “alternative uses” were defined as feasible uses for these objects 
that are different from their common use. Participants were given four minutes for each object 
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and were told that scoring for the task will be contingent on how many different alternative uses 
they can come up with, as well as how creative and unique each use was (as rated by trained 
independent judges).  
 Demographic and other measures. Demographic measures included in Study 2 were 
identical to those included in Study 1, except with the addition of two scales on bicultural 
identity integration and acculturation stress, described below and a scale assessing participants’ 
self-reported tendency to be motivated by others’ underestimating them. 
 Bicultural Identity Integration.  I included a self-report measure that was designed to 
capture the extent to which a bicultural individual perceives their two cultural identities as 
“compatible and integrated” vs. “oppositional and difficult to integrate” (Benet-Martinez et al., 
2002, p.9). The scale is composed of 8 items. It was originally written for Chinese Americans, 
and I tweaked the wording to make the items generalizable to individuals of other cultural and 
ethnic identities. For example, the first item on BII as used by Benet-Martinez & Haritatos (2005) 
reads “I am simply a Chinese who lives in North America” but I administered the following 
version to my participants in this study: “I am simply a [INSERT YOUR ETHNIC IDENTITY 
HERE; for example: “Chinese,” “Korean,” “Indian,” “Irish,” etc.”] who lives in North America.”  
 Riverside Acculturation Stress Inventory (RASI).  I included a self-report measure 
that was designed to capture the extent to which individuals of ethnic minority groups experience 
culture-related challenges (Benet-Martinez, 2003). The RASI is composed of 15 items that tap 
into a minority’s experience in five life domains: language skills, work, intercultural relations, 
discrimination, and cultural/ethnic makeup of the community.  
The “I will show you” chronic motivation measure. I included a four-item scale of 
participants’ self-reported tendency to be motivated by others’ underestimating them.  This was 
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an attempt to capture the “I will show you” motivation as a chronic individual difference.  The 
four items I created were the following: 
1. When people insult me, I feel the need to "show them." 
2. When someone underestimates me, I want to try harder. 
3. When someone underestimates me, I get discouraged. 
4. When someone underestimates me, I get self-conscious and start doubting my abilities.  
The response options I gave for these items were binary – I suspected that most people would 
give moderate, middle-of-the-road responses to these questions, so I wanted the participants to 
either agree or disagree with these statements (0 = disagree to 1 = agree) as an attempt to clearly 
pick out individuals who believed that they had the “I will show you” motivational tendency. 
Items 3 and 4 were reverse coded, and higher scores indicated stronger endorsement or self-
report of believing or behaving in ways that are consistent with the “I will show you” effect. 
These four items were averaged and made into a composite variable of the “I will show you” 
chronic motivation measure. Unfortunately, the resulting scale had low reliability (Cronbach’s α 
= .39). As will be seen, putting the items on a Likert-scale rather than having them be a 
dichotomous choice raised scale reliability in Study 3, but in neither study did this individual 
difference variable interact with insult to predict the effect of interest. 
 Procedure. Each session of the study involved one experimenter and one participant. 
When the participant arrived in the lab, the experimenter greeted the participant with a consent 
form and proceeded to give a cover story that described the objective of the study as “looking at 
the influence of your background on general cognitive abilities and intelligence” and that “one of 
the ways of measuring a person’s cognitive abilities is by looking at how they perform on 
various creativity tasks, especially when we are interested in measuring how fluid a person’s 
intelligence is.” Participants were told that these creativity tasks are “designed to tap into the 
domains of fluency, originality, flexibility, and elaboration” and after the creativity tasks were 
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done they will be asked to fill out various questions about their background and other 
dispositional characteristics. 
 Administering the identity prime. The experimenter then introduced a “warm up” task 
as a preparation for the creativity tasks. But unbeknown to the participant, the “warm up” task 
was actually the identity prime—where half of the participants were given the warm up task of 
coming up with creative solutions and actions that “Americans, such as yourself” could take to 
make the United States a better country and asked to write a short essay about their creative ideas 
“as an American” (the American identity prime) while the other half of the participants were 
given the warm up task of coming up with creative solutions and actions that “U of I students, 
such as yourself” could take to make the University of Illinois a better university and asked to 
write a short essay about their creative ideas “as a U of I student” (the UIUC identity prime). The 
experimenter gave four minutes for the warm up task.  
 Administering the bogus subject performance evaluation form. When the 
experimenter went back into the experimental room after the four minutes of the warm up task 
had passed, they pretended to have brought in the wrong form, clipped on the clipboard they 
carried in with them: “I’m sorry but I brought in the wrong form. Let me quickly grab the right 
one.” The experimenter then hurriedly took the top form (the “wrong form”) off the clipboard, 
and as they went out of the room to grab the correct form in a seemingly flustered state, they 
pretended to inadvertently leave the clipboard at the desk where the participant was seated. 
When the experimenter did this, underneath the “wrong form” that was clipped on, there was the 
“subject performance evaluation form” clipped on the same clipboard. The experimenter 
pretended to not notice this as they left the clipboard on the desk in a mildly flustered state, 
leaving the form behind them so that the participant could read the contents of the form.  
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 When the experimenter came back into the room and saw the clipboard, she acted as 
though she had just noticed that she had left out the clipboard showing the “subject performance 
evaluation form.” In order to give out the impression that the form was never meant to be seen 
by the participant, the experimenter was trained to look slightly flustered and mildly embarrassed 
(but not overly flustered or too embarrassed to lose his or her authority as an experimenter). 
 American superiority message.  Before introducing the creativity task, the experimenter 
told participants that they were about to do a task that average Americans were known to 
perform very well on. In order to communicate this message as a part of the regular instruction 
for the creativity task, the entire message induction part was framed as a procedural precaution to 
check whether the participant had ever taken a similar task before, because “when you see the 
task later, you will understand why it’s important that this is the first time you encounter this 
exercise.” Participants were then asked if they had ever taken the “Abbreviated Post-Secondary 
Torrance and Wechsler Test for Assessing Creativity,” a made-up name of the creativity task that 
they were about to take. None of the participants in this study acknowledged the made-up name 
of the task as something they had heard or done before, as expected.  
 When the participants said they had never heard of the “Abbreviated Post-Secondary 
Torrance and Wechsler Test for Assessing Creativity” before, the experimenter casually double 
checked whether they had heard of the task by another, more colloquially known name, because 
the actual name of the task is “mouthful and the acronym is completely unpronounceable.” The 
experimenter said “sometimes it’s just called ‘the American Creativity Test’ because when they 
give this test, Americans across the board score really high on it and Americans really dominate 
on these tests of creativity.” At this point the participants were asked again, “So have you ever 
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taken anything called the ‘American Creativity Test’ or the ‘American Test of Creativity’?” 
asked in order to effectively hammer in the American superiority message once more.   
 Insult condition: insult vs. no insult.  Similar to the insult condition manipulation used 
in Study 1, the insult manipulation was “embedded” in the instructions for the dependent 
measure (the creativity task). Participants received different versions of the instructions 
depending on their randomly assigned experimental conditions of insult or no insult.  
 For participants who were randomly assigned to the insult condition, they were given the 
similar “dumbed down” version of the task instructions as described in Study 1, but this time the 
instructions were tailored for the creativity task. While giving the instructions, the experimenter 
feigned a general sense of concern that the participant might not be creative enough to do well on 
the creativity task or might not be intelligent enough to understand the mundane instructions for 
the creativity task. In order to convey this sentiment, similar strategies involving the 
experimenter’s gestures and mannerisms were used as described in Study 1: When it was time 
for the experimenter to start explaining the creativity task, the experimenter pulled out a chair 
from another desk to sit close to the participant, speaking slowly, pausing often, attempting to 
make frequent eye contact with the participant, to convey the general sense of worry and doubt 
that the participant will be able to carry out the creativity task successfully.  
In the insult condition, the experimenter also made recurring statements (but not in a 
mechanical way) such as “when a more creative person sees it...” and “I know it’s not very 
intuitive for you but…” all the while frequently asking the question “does it make sense?” 
accompanied with worried and nervous glances up at the participant’s face to convey uncertainty 
and doubt. In addition to this differential treatment in the manner with which the instructions 
were given, the experimenter also insisted on giving examples, even when at times participants 
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initially refused hearing such examples. The experimenter insisted on giving a second example, 
because they had a nagging feeling that apparently giving one example to this participant was not 
enough: “so I think I might need to use another example with you still.”  
Similar to Study 1, participants who were assigned to the no insult condition did not 
receive any of the superfluous instructions used in the insult condition above—while they 
received the instructions with the same two examples for each of the three objects used in the 
creativity task (as in the insult condition), the examples were given more quickly, at the rate 
expected for interacting with someone within the normal range of intelligence.  
All participants were given instruction that their job was to come up with as many 
alternative uses for these objects as they can, but their score on this task was not only measured 
by how many different objects they could list, but also by how creative and unique each item was. 
Participants were given 4 minutes per object (12 minutes total for all three objects) in coming up 
the alternative uses.  
 
2.2.2 Results  
The study used a 2 (culture: Anglos vs. Asians)  2 (insult: insult vs. no insult)  2 (prime: 
UIUC vs. American) between-subjects design.  
Two trained undergraduate coders rated each response of the alternative uses task,  and 
rated each item on the extent to which it was “creative-overall,” “novel,” and “useful,” on a scale 
from 1 (not at all creative) to 5 (extremely creative).  Table 26 shows full descriptive statistics of 
Anglos and Asians by insult and prime conditions. There was no main effect of culture in 
predicting creativity composite score, no main effect of insult, nor was there any significant 
interaction by culture and insult condition in predicting the creativity composite score.   
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Table 26: Creativity composite scores: descriptive statistics of two cultural groups by insult and prime 
conditions (standardized creativity scores) 
 
  Anglos Asians 
  Mean SD Mean SD 
No Insult 
UIUC prime -.04 .92 -.20 .66 
American prime .09 .84 -.10 .91 
Total .02 .88 -.15 .79 
Insult 
UIUC prime .18 .86 -.004 1.01 
American prime -.06 .97 .02 .78 
Total .06 .92 .01 .90 
 
Collapsing across the two prime conditions (there was no 3-way significant interaction, 
F(1, 288) = .46, p = .499), Figure 9 shows the nonsignificant interaction of cultural group and 
insult condition in the creativity task, F(1, 292) = .35, p = .56.   
 
 
Figure 9: Nonsignificant interaction of cultural group and insult condition in the creativity task. 
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Demographic and individual difference variables.  The demographic and individual 
difference variables that have theoretical relevance in predicting individuals’ performance in 
creativity task in response to insult were analyzed in separate multiple regression analyses. The 
insult condition was recoded into a dummy variable, such that people in the control condition 
were coded as 0 and people in the insult condition were coded as 1. The culture variable was 
recoded into a dummy variable, such that the Anglo Americans were coded as 0. I ran 
regressions on the following demographic and individual difference variables, examining their 
role as both mediators and moderators: neuroticism, agreeableness, “I will show you” chronic 
individual difference motivation, PANAS hostility subscale, endorsement of socially conferred 
self-worth, fear of losing face, self-esteem, cultural marginalization and conflict, and cultural 
distance. The (mostly) nonsignificant regression results are provided in the following regression 
tables (Tables 27-35), again providing little evidence for mediation or moderation by the 
individual difference variables.  (It should also be noted that because the experimental conditions 
on insult and prime, as well as ethnicity are coded as dummy variables, there is a fair amount of 
multicollinearity in the regressions below. Although there is no hard and fast rule about what 
value of the tolerance statistic should cause concern, the general guideline is that tolerance below 
0.2 indicates a potential problem [Menard, 1995]. Therefore, if tolerance for a given variable 
goes below 0.2, I note it in the analysis below.) 
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Table 27: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance (culture, insult, and neuroticism) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.06 0.13  -0.42 0.68 -0.07 0.13  -0.52 0.61 -0.07 0.13  -0.55 0.59 
Insult (No insult = 0) -0.10 0.22 -0.06 -0.48 0.63 -0.06 0.22 -0.04 -0.29 0.77 -0.07 0.22 -0.04 -0.30 0.76 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.16 0.18 0.09 0.87 0.38 0.17 0.18 0.10 0.94 0.35 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.96 0.34 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.23 0.18 0.13 1.27 0.21 0.24 0.18 0.14 1.34 0.18 0.25 0.18 0.14 1.36 0.18 
Neuroticism 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.45 0.65 -0.11 0.10 -0.13 -1.13 0.26 -0.15 0.12 -0.18 -1.25 0.21 
Insult  Culture -0.08 0.31 -0.03 -0.25 0.81 -0.12 0.31 -0.05 -0.38 0.70 -0.12 0.31 -0.05 -0.37 0.71 
Prime  Culture -0.04 0.30 -0.02 -0.13 0.90 -0.08 0.30 -0.03 -0.26 0.80 -0.07 0.31 -0.03 -0.24 0.81 
Insult  Prime -0.37 0.26 -0.18 -1.46 0.15 -0.37 0.26 -0.19 -1.47 0.14 -0.38 0.26 -0.19 -1.47 0.14 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.28 0.43 0.09 0.64 0.53 0.30 0.43 0.10 0.69 0.49 0.30 0.44 0.10 0.68 0.50 
Insult  Neuroticism (N)      0.17 0.10 0.14 1.68 0.09 0.21 0.17 0.17 1.26 0.21 
Prime  N      0.10 0.10 0.08 0.93 0.35 0.18 0.17 0.15 1.08 0.28 
Culture  N      0.00 0.11 0.00 -0.04 0.97 0.08 0.19 0.06 0.42 0.68 
Insult  Culture  N           -0.02 0.21 -0.01 -0.08 0.94 
Prime  Culture  N           -0.14 0.21 -0.07 -0.66 0.51 
Insult  Prime  N           -0.06 0.21 -0.03 -0.28 0.78 
Note. R2 = .014 for Step 1 (p = .87); R2 = .013 for Step 2 (p = .30); R2 = .002 for Step 3 (p =.912).  
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Prime  Neuroticism*), b = .99, t = 2.32, p = .021.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
  
Table 28: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance (culture, insult, and agreeableness) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.06 0.13  -0.44 0.66 -0.07 0.13  -0.52 0.60 -0.07 0.13  -0.56 0.58 
Insult (No insult = 0) -0.10 0.22 -0.05 -0.44 0.66 -0.08 0.22 -0.04 -0.36 0.72 -0.09 0.22 -0.05 -0.42 0.67 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.16 0.18 0.09 0.89 0.37 0.18 0.18 0.11 1.00 0.32 0.19 0.18 0.11 1.06 0.29 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.23 0.18 0.14 1.29 0.20 0.23 0.18 0.14 1.28 0.20 0.24 0.18 0.14 1.30 0.20 
Agreeableness (A) 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.16 0.87 0.14 0.10 0.16 1.39 0.17 0.19 0.13 0.22 1.46 0.14 
Insult  Culture -0.09 0.31 -0.04 -0.28 0.78 -0.08 0.31 -0.03 -0.25 0.81 -0.08 0.31 -0.03 -0.26 0.80 
Prime  Culture -0.05 0.30 -0.02 -0.15 0.88 -0.08 0.30 -0.03 -0.26 0.80 -0.07 0.30 -0.03 -0.23 0.82 
Insult  Prime -0.38 0.26 -0.19 -1.48 0.14 -0.36 0.26 -0.18 -1.41 0.16 -0.33 0.26 -0.16 -1.26 0.21 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.29 0.44 0.09 0.67 0.50 0.23 0.44 0.07 0.52 0.60 0.22 0.44 0.07 0.50 0.62 
Insult  A      -0.20 0.11 -0.17 -1.89 0.06 -0.26 0.16 -0.22 -1.62 0.11 
Prime  A      -0.02 0.11 -0.02 -0.19 0.85 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 1.00 
Culture  A      -0.03 0.11 -0.02 -0.31 0.76 -0.30 0.20 -0.20 -1.52 0.13 
Insult  Culture  A           0.39 0.23 0.21 1.74 0.08 
Prime  Culture  A           0.13 0.23 0.06 0.57 0.57 
Insult  Prime  A           -0.18 0.22 -0.10 -0.83 0.41 
Note. R2 = .013 for Step 1 (p = .88); R2 = .014 for Step 2 (p = .28); R2 = .014 for Step 3 (p =.28). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Prime  Agreeableness*), b = -.23, t = -.51, p = .61.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
 
 
59 
 
Table 29: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance (culture, insult, and felt hostility) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.06 0.13  -0.43 0.67 -0.11 0.13  -0.84 0.40 -0.15 0.14  -1.05 0.30 
Insult (No insult = 0) -0.09 0.21 -0.05 -0.43 0.67 -0.03 0.21 -0.02 -0.14 0.89 -0.01 0.22 0.00 -0.03 0.98 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.16 0.18 0.09 0.88 0.38 0.21 0.18 0.12 1.17 0.24 0.25 0.19 0.14 1.33 0.19 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.23 0.19 0.13 1.25 0.21 0.33 0.19 0.19 1.73 0.09 0.34 0.19 0.19 1.76 0.08 
Hostility 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.04 0.97 -0.19 0.12 -0.22 -1.61 0.11 -0.31 0.17 -0.36 -1.82 0.07 
Insult  Culture -0.09 0.31 -0.04 -0.29 0.77 -0.20 0.31 -0.09 -0.66 0.51 -0.20 0.32 -0.09 -0.63 0.53 
Prime  Culture -0.05 0.30 -0.02 -0.17 0.87 -0.10 0.30 -0.04 -0.32 0.75 -0.10 0.31 -0.05 -0.34 0.74 
Insult  Prime -0.37 0.26 -0.19 -1.45 0.15 -0.47 0.26 -0.23 -1.80 0.07 -0.48 0.26 -0.24 -1.83 0.07 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.29 0.43 0.09 0.67 0.50 0.35 0.43 0.11 0.82 0.41 0.34 0.44 0.11 0.78 0.44 
Insult  Hostility      0.09 0.11 0.08 0.77 0.44 0.27 0.19 0.25 1.41 0.16 
Prime  Hostility      0.15 0.11 0.12 1.37 0.17 0.27 0.20 0.21 1.32 0.19 
Culture  Hostility      0.21 0.11 0.14 1.90 0.06 0.29 0.25 0.18 1.17 0.24 
Insult  Culture  Hostility           -0.18 0.25 -0.09 -0.72 0.47 
Prime  Culture  Hostility           0.10 0.23 0.04 0.44 0.66 
Insult  Prime  Hostility           -0.23 0.23 -0.13 -0.98 0.33 
Note. R2 = .013 for Step 1 (p = .89); R2 = .019 for Step 2 (p = .14); R2 = .006 for Step 3 (p =.61). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Prime  Hostility*), b = .81, t = 1.63, p = .10.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
Table 30: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance (culture, insult, and socially conferred self-worth) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.08 0.13  -0.60 0.55 -0.06 0.13  -0.42 0.67 -0.07 0.13  -0.55 0.58 
Insult (No insult = 0) -0.05 0.22 -0.03 -0.25 0.80 -0.07 0.22 -0.04 -0.33 0.74 -0.07 0.22 -0.04 -0.32 0.75 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.19 0.18 0.11 1.07 0.28 0.17 0.18 0.10 0.94 0.35 0.19 0.19 0.11 1.00 0.32 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.26 0.18 0.15 1.44 0.15 0.23 0.18 0.13 1.27 0.21 0.25 0.19 0.14 1.35 0.18 
Socially conferred worth (SCW) -0.09 0.05 -0.10 -1.63 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.01 0.04 0.97 -0.07 0.12 -0.08 -0.57 0.57 
Insult  Culture -0.14 0.31 -0.06 -0.46 0.65 -0.12 0.31 -0.05 -0.39 0.70 -0.12 0.31 -0.05 -0.37 0.71 
Prime  Culture  -0.08 0.30 -0.03 -0.25 0.80 -0.03 0.31 -0.01 -0.08 0.94 -0.03 0.31 -0.01 -0.09 0.93 
Insult  Prime -0.43 0.26 -0.21 -1.67 0.10 -0.40 0.26 -0.20 -1.57 0.12 -0.41 0.26 -0.21 -1.60 0.11 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.32 0.43 0.10 0.74 0.46 0.24 0.44 0.08 0.55 0.58 0.20 0.44 0.07 0.46 0.65 
Insult  SCW      -0.02 0.11 -0.02 -0.18 0.86 0.08 0.16 0.06 0.49 0.63 
Prime  SCW      -0.10 0.11 -0.08 -0.93 0.35 0.01 0.17 0.01 0.07 0.94 
Culture  SCW      -0.11 0.11 -0.07 -0.95 0.34 0.03 0.20 0.02 0.15 0.89 
Insult  Culture  SCW           -0.13 0.23 -0.06 -0.56 0.57 
Prime  Culture  SCW           -0.15 0.23 -0.07 -0.67 0.50 
Insult  Prime  SCW           -0.12 0.21 -0.06 -0.58 0.56 
Note. R2 = .022 for Step 1 (p = .61); R2 = .006 for Step 2 (p = .604); R2 = .004 for Step 3 (p =.78).  
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Prime  SCW*), b = .09, t = .19, p = .85.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 31: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance (culture, insult, and fear of losing face) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.06 0.13  -0.45 0.66 -0.06 0.13  -0.48 0.64 -0.06 0.13  -0.48 0.63 
Insult (No insult = 0) -0.10 0.22 -0.05 -0.44 0.66 -0.09 0.22 -0.05 -0.42 0.68 -0.09 0.22 -0.05 -0.41 0.68 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.16 0.18 0.09 0.89 0.37 0.16 0.18 0.09 0.90 0.37 0.17 0.18 0.10 0.90 0.37 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.24 0.18 0.14 1.29 0.20 0.25 0.18 0.14 1.35 0.18 0.24 0.18 0.14 1.32 0.19 
Fear of losing face (face fear) -0.02 0.05 -0.02 -0.32 0.75 -0.07 0.10 -0.08 -0.67 0.50 -0.08 0.13 -0.09 -0.63 0.53 
Insult  Culture -0.08 0.31 -0.04 -0.27 0.79 -0.08 0.31 -0.03 -0.26 0.80 -0.08 0.31 -0.03 -0.24 0.81 
Prime  Culture  -0.04 0.30 -0.02 -0.15 0.88 -0.06 0.30 -0.02 -0.18 0.86 -0.07 0.31 -0.03 -0.22 0.83 
Insult  Prime -0.38 0.26 -0.19 -1.49 0.14 -0.38 0.26 -0.19 -1.46 0.14 -0.39 0.26 -0.19 -1.50 0.14 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.29 0.43 0.09 0.66 0.51 0.28 0.44 0.09 0.63 0.53 0.30 0.44 0.09 0.67 0.50 
Insult  Face fear      -0.02 0.11 -0.02 -0.21 0.83 0.04 0.17 0.03 0.24 0.81 
Prime  Face fear      0.14 0.11 0.11 1.29 0.20 0.15 0.16 0.12 0.95 0.34 
Culture  Face fear      -0.01 0.11 -0.01 -0.13 0.90 -0.05 0.19 -0.04 -0.27 0.79 
Insult  Culture  Face fear           -0.02 0.22 -0.01 -0.08 0.94 
Prime  Culture  Face fear           0.12 0.22 0.06 0.53 0.60 
Insult  Prime  Face fear           -0.13 0.22 -0.07 -0.62 0.54 
Note. R2 = .013 for Step 1 (p = .88); R2 = .006 for Step 2 (p = .612); R2 = .002 for Step 3 (p =.904). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Prime  Face fear*), b = .57, t = 1.29, p = .020.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
Table 32: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance (culture, insult, and self-esteem) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.04 0.13  -0.29 0.77 -0.07 0.13  -0.53 0.60 -0.07 0.13  -0.51 0.61 
Insult (No insult = 0) -0.14 0.22 -0.08 -0.64 0.53 -0.09 0.22 -0.05 -0.42 0.67 -0.10 0.22 -0.05 -0.44 0.66 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.15 0.18 0.08 0.82 0.42 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.98 0.33 0.17 0.18 0.10 0.96 0.34 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.21 0.18 0.12 1.15 0.25 0.24 0.18 0.14 1.33 0.19 0.24 0.18 0.14 1.31 0.19 
Self-esteem (SE) 0.11 0.05 0.12 2.03 0.04 -0.06 0.11 -0.07 -0.61 0.54 -0.06 0.14 -0.07 -0.40 0.69 
Insult  Culture -0.05 0.31 -0.02 -0.15 0.88 -0.10 0.31 -0.04 -0.31 0.76 -0.09 0.31 -0.04 -0.29 0.77 
Prime  Culture  -0.05 0.30 -0.02 -0.16 0.87 -0.12 0.30 -0.05 -0.39 0.70 -0.12 0.31 -0.05 -0.38 0.71 
Insult  Prime -0.34 0.25 -0.17 -1.33 0.18 -0.35 0.25 -0.18 -1.39 0.17 -0.35 0.26 -0.17 -1.36 0.18 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.27 0.43 0.09 0.62 0.54 0.32 0.43 0.10 0.73 0.46 0.31 0.44 0.10 0.71 0.48 
Insult  SE      0.12 0.11 0.10 1.17 0.24 0.12 0.17 0.10 0.69 0.49 
Prime  SE      0.15 0.11 0.12 1.42 0.16 0.13 0.17 0.10 0.72 0.47 
Culture  SE      0.10 0.11 0.07 0.88 0.38 0.11 0.20 0.07 0.51 0.61 
Insult  Culture  SE           -0.03 0.23 -0.02 -0.14 0.89 
Prime  Culture  SE           0.02 0.23 0.01 0.09 0.93 
Insult  Prime  SE           0.04 0.21 0.02 0.17 0.87 
Note. R2 = .03 for Step 1 (p = .45); R2 = .012 for Step 2 (p = .33); R2 = .000 for Step 3 (p =.996). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Prime  Self-esteem), b = .45, t = 1.00, p = .318.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 33: Linear model of predictors of composite task variable (without outliers) in Study 3 (culture, insult, and the “I will show you” chronic 
motivational tendency) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.22 0.20 0.13 1.12 0.27 0.23 0.20 0.13 1.12 0.27 0.24 0.21 0.14 1.16 0.25 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  -0.08 0.23 -0.05 -0.35 0.73 -0.08 0.24 -0.04 -0.32 0.75 -0.06 0.24 -0.03 -0.25 0.80 
Prime (UIUC prime = 0) 0.09 0.20 0.05 0.44 0.66 0.09 0.20 0.05 0.45 0.65 0.10 0.20 0.06 0.50 0.62 
“I will show you” belief (ISY_belief) 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.62 0.53 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.09 0.93 -0.04 0.18 -0.05 -0.22 0.83 
Insult  Culture -0.19 0.34 -0.08 -0.57 0.57 -0.20 0.34 -0.09 -0.59 0.56 -0.21 0.34 -0.09 -0.61 0.54 
Prime  Culture  0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 -0.01 0.99 -0.01 0.34 -0.01 -0.04 0.97 
Insult  Prime -0.18 0.28 -0.09 -0.66 0.51 -0.19 0.28 -0.10 -0.67 0.51 -0.20 0.28 -0.10 -0.71 0.48 
Insult  Prime  Culture* 0.13 0.47 0.04 0.27 0.79 0.12 0.48 0.04 0.26 0.80 0.16 0.49 0.05 0.32 0.75 
Insult  ISY_belief      0.03 0.12 0.02 0.25 0.81 0.08 0.21 0.07 0.37 0.71 
Prime  ISY_belief      0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.03 0.21 0.03 0.16 0.88 
Culture  ISY_belief      0.03 0.13 0.02 0.25 0.81 0.14 0.22 0.09 0.61 0.54 
Insult  Culture  ISY_belief           -0.15 0.26 -0.07 -0.59 0.56 
Prime  Culture  ISY_belief           -0.07 0.26 -0.03 -0.26 0.80 
Insult  Prime  ISY_belief           0.01 0.24 0.00 0.03 0.98 
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Table 34: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance in Asians (culture, insult, and cultural marginalization and conflict) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.15 0.16  -0.95 0.35 -0.19 0.24  -0.79 0.43 -0.32 0.26  -1.22 0.23 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.12 0.23 0.07 0.50 0.62 -0.15 0.32 -0.09 -0.48 0.63 0.14 0.39 0.08 0.35 0.73 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.15 0.24 0.09 0.64 0.52 0.06 0.33 0.04 0.17 0.86 0.35 0.41 0.22 0.87 0.39 
Marginalization (M) -0.09 0.33 -0.05 -0.27 0.79 -0.02 0.33 -0.01 -0.06 0.95 -0.59 0.56 -0.31 -1.04 0.30 
Insult  Prime      0.04 0.21 0.04 0.20 0.84 0.19 0.24 0.16 0.80 0.43 
Insult  M      0.08 0.24 0.07 0.32 0.75 -0.22 0.34 -0.19 -0.66 0.51 
Prime  M      0.27 0.24 0.22 1.13 0.26 -0.04 0.34 -0.04 -0.12 0.90 
Insult  Prime  M*           0.59 0.47 0.37 1.25 0.22 
Note. R2 = .04 for Step 1 (p = .40); R2 = .014 for Step 2 (p = .49); R2 = .016 for Step 3 (p =.22). 
*Tolerance < 0.2 
 
Table 35: Linear model of predictors of creativity performance in Asians (culture, insult, and BII_distance) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.15 0.16  -0.95 0.35 -0.17 0.17  -1.01 0.32 -0.16 0.17  -0.97 0.34 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.12 0.23 0.07 0.50 0.62 0.14 0.27 0.08 0.50 0.62 0.04 0.30 0.03 0.14 0.89 
Prime (UIUC = 0) 0.15 0.24 0.09 0.64 0.52 0.17 0.24 0.10 0.70 0.49 0.14 0.24 0.09 0.58 0.57 
BII_distance -0.09 0.33 -0.05 -0.27 0.79 -0.01 0.36 -0.01 -0.04 0.97 0.18 0.43 0.09 0.41 0.68 
Insult  Prime      -0.08 0.13 -0.09 -0.61 0.54 -0.04 0.14 -0.05 -0.30 0.77 
Insult  BII_distance      0.10 0.20 0.09 0.51 0.61 -0.03 0.26 -0.03 -0.12 0.91 
Prime  BII_distance      0.09 0.20 0.08 0.44 0.66 -0.07 0.28 -0.06 -0.24 0.81 
Insult  Prime  BII_distance*           0.33 0.41 0.23 0.81 0.42 
Note. R2 = .007 for Step 1 (p = .96); R2 = .007 for Step 2 (p = .72); R2 = .007 for Step 3 (p =.42). 
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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2.2.3 Discussion 
 Results from Study 2 showed that neither Anglos nor Asians exhibit the “I will show you” 
effect for a task measuring creativity. There are two plausible explanations for this result: 1) 
given that creativity is a wheelhouse domain for Anglos, their lack of “I will show you” effect in 
this study further corroborates the hypothesis that this effect may not exist for Anglos, or 2) since 
Asians don’t show the effect when doing a task that is not in their wheelhouse, the result is 
consistent with the hypothesis that the “I will show you” effect occurs only in one’s wheelhouse 
domain. However, another possible interpretation is that the effect shown by Asians in the math 
task in Study 1 occurred by chance.  
 Therefore, in the third study, I set out to give Anglo Americans one more chance to show 
the “I will show you” effect—by coming up with a task they would, on average, feel more self-
confident and competent in, as well as finding it to be personally relevant and important. I also 
wanted to replicate the results from Study 1 among Asians, so I planned to include the only task I 
was able to demonstrate the “I will show you” effect so far: the arithmetic task.   
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2.3 STUDY 3: MOTIVATION FROM DEROGATORY FEEDBACK ON EFFORT-BASED 
MATH AND PHYSICAL TASKS   
 Based on the results from these two studies, there were two possible ways I could refine 
(while also replicating the result from the first study) the triple package hypothesis in the third 
study, potentially providing some boundary conditions. First, from the divergent patterns of 
results shown by the Asian American participants across the two preliminary studies, I may be 
able to make an inference that the type of “spite-based” motivation that is predicted by the triple 
package hypothesis may be elicited only in the diagnostic contexts where individuals are highly 
skilled, as well as finding the diagnostic contexts to be personally important.  Second, from not 
being able to elicit any defining patterns of results from Anglo Americans in both studies in 
response to insulting treatment in diagnostic contexts I have looked at in both studies, I may be 
able to infer that the triple package hypothesis may not be homogeneously applied to all cultural 
groups, and that it is possible that it may only be applicable to select cultural groups with certain 
sociocultural and historical insecurity and also with a certain sense of group superiority in 
specific performance domains. However, it is also possible that the lack of Anglo American 
response patterns may be explainable through the first plausible refinement above—that is, it is 
possible that I had not yet found a diagnostic context that Anglo Americans feel highly skilled 
and competent in as well as being highly self-relevant.  
 In the third study, I addressed the above questions which would help to refine the 
boundary conditions of the triple package hypothesis as well as going for the replication attempt 
of the ethnicity by insult interaction seen on the math task in study 1. By including two different 
assessments that vary in their diagnostic contexts (each assessment corresponding to each 
cultural group’s stereotyped area of competence—math for Asians and personal fitness for 
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Anglos, especially Anglo American males), I may be able to see if there is a simple interaction of 
insult and “being in one’s wheelhouse” (regardless of ethnicity) when it comes to the triple 
package hypothesis. That is, I can test the idea that the overall predictor of performance boost 
following receiving an insult or underestimation relevant to the task at hand is feeling confident, 
in control, or relatively skilled—similar to the experience of being in the wheelhouse of one’s 
ship.  
If Anglo Americans boost their performance after being insulted in the personal fitness 
domain (an area that most Anglo Americans find important and perceive themselves to have 
above-average skills in—see review on “above average effect” in Alicke, Lotz, Breitenbecher, 
Yurak, & Vredenburg, 1995), I may be able to draw a greater inference that the “I will show you” 
effect is elicited when people receive insulting treatment in their wheelhouse domain, regardless 
of which ethnic group they belong to.   
However, if the Anglo American performance boost upon receiving insult in personal 
fitness domains is not elicited, but at the same time the Asian American performance boost upon 
receiving insult occurs for both math and personal fitness domains, I may be on a greater footing 
to infer that the triple package hypothesis is predicted by a culturally influenced response pattern 
that is activated when there is a situational trigger of insult or derogatory feedback. 
 
2.3.1 Method 
Participants.  Participants were 130 Anglo American and 111 Asian Americans 
undergraduate students at the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign who received a course 
credit for participating in the study.  I recruited Asian Americans (individuals of Chinese, 
Taiwanese, Japanese, Korean, and Indian ancestry who are 1
st
-, 2
nd
,
 
and 3
rd
- and above-
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generation Americans, excluding international students). Female participants were the gender 
majority, constituting 60.2% of the total sample.  
Among the Anglo American participants, the majority (94.5%) described themselves as 
“third generation or above” Americans (where “third generation” was described as having both 
sets of grandparents who had been born in America), while only 5.4% of Anglo Americans 
described themselves as being “second generation” Americans (where “second generation” was 
described as having both parents who had been born in America, but not their grandparents). The 
majority of the Anglo Americans (99.2%) reported having lived in the United States for more 
than 12 years. Among the Asian American participants, the majority (95.4%) described 
themselves as “first generation” Americans (where “first generation” was described as having 
one or both parents who had been born outside of the United States), while the rest of them 
reported having been born outside of the United States, namely China and India (two participants) 
or being a “third generation or above” American (one participant). The majority of the Asian 
Americans (97.2%) reported having lived in the United States for more than 12 years.  
Materials. In this study, participants were given three types of tasks (described below) 
that were framed as representing multiple forms of intelligence. Study 3 included the same 
collection of measures of individual difference variables and manipulation checks as in Study 2, 
with the exception of PANAS-X and socioeconomic status measures, due to time constraints).  
Framed tasks: intelligence vs. agility. As the first part of the experimental tasks, 
participants were given a printed packet of tasks that measured their “ability to multitask and 
engage in parallel processing” which was defined in the verbal instructions as “the ability to 
attend to multiple aspects of a problem to arrive at the best possible solution as quickly as 
possible.”  
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There were two ways in which this package of tasks was framed for each participant, 
depending on the participant’s randomly-assigned condition on this independent variable. 
Orthogonal to the insult or neutral task instructions, participants were randomly assigned to one 
of the two ways in which the “parallel processing” exercises were framed: for half of the 
participants these exercises were framed as tests diagnostic of general intelligence that is “good 
for doing well in school,” and for the other half the same exercises were framed as tests 
diagnostic of bodily-kinesthetic intelligence that is “good for doing well in sports.” 
The collection of framed tasks included five “spot the differences” exercises (each had a 
pair of two nearly-identical looking images with a few discrepancies hidden away; see Appendix 
B for examples of the “spot the differences” exercise), five “find the hidden words or objects” 
exercises (each image has words or objects intricately hidden away as a part of the image; see 
Appendix C for examples of the “find the hidden words or objects” exercise), and an online 
counting game called “whack-a-mole math game” where the participant needs to count up by 
multiples of two by clicking on a correct mole that appears with the correct number on its head. 
As an illustration of this task, the first mole the participant needs to click on is the one that 
appears with a number two on it, next is the one that appears with a number four on it, next is the 
one that appears with a number six on it, and so on. Attending to multiple moving objects on the 
screen and the ability to count up by multiples of two are needed skills in this task. (This online 
game can be found at: http://www.ictgames.com/whackAMole/; see Appendix for example 
screenshots from this game). 
Participants were given a total of eight minutes to complete the printed packet of “find 
the differences” and “find the hidden words or objects” exercises, and they were told to find as 
many differences or hidden objects/words as they could in the entire packet. For the “whack-a-
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mole” counting game, participants were given two minutes to count, and their task was to count 
up to as large of a number as they can in the allotted amount of time. Following the 
administration of the framed tasks, participants were given math and physical tasks in a 
counterbalanced order.  
 Math tasks: written and oral. The written part of the math task was identical to the one 
used in Study 1. In addition to this written math test, in Study 3 I included an oral math 
component. The oral math component was added to strengthen the credibility of insult given by 
the experimenter, as well as to make the task a little bit harder. Solving arithmetic problems 
orally is more challenging than solving them in a written packet because it places greater demand 
on the participants’ executive functioning, which would require participants to be in a more 
focused and motivated state of mind in order to perform at the optimal level. Thus the difference 
in the effort exerted among the participants in the oral math component could help to distinguish 
between those who are just comfortable with math (without necessarily being motivated to get a 
better score) from those who are additionally motivated to do well.  
In addition, giving a more challenging component of math assessment such as an oral 
math exercise contributes to increasing the credibility of the insult given by the experimenter. 
Because both the written and oral math test are composed of simple arithmetic problems, 
insulting a group of participants by giving an elementary version of the instructions may seem 
far-fetched and may be received in disbelief for some participants. Therefore, in order to 
maximize the experimental reality and the validity of insult manipulation, in Study 3, I added an 
oral math component which is regarded as more challenging even when the problems themselves 
are on the elementary level.   
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 Physical (“bodily-kinesthetic intelligence”) tasks: mini-basketball, plank, squat, 
yoga. In addition to the math assessment, participants were asked to perform a set of physical 
exercises and were given a cover story about how these exercises could be used in measuring 
their physical and kinesthetic intelligence:  
“Kinesthetic intelligence is expressed through physical, athletic, and hands-on activities, 
and it is often linked to positive health outcomes and longevity. Naturally, people who 
are gifted in kinesthetic intelligence show quicker learning and greater skills in using 
their body through various athletic activities. So today we have a few physical tests – 
such as squatting, planking, yoga, and mini-basketball – lined up to measure this aspect 
of your intelligence.”  
 
The order in which planking, squatting, and yoga exercises were administered was 
counterbalanced for each participant, while the mini-basketball exercise was administered either 
as the first or the last of all the exercises given (due to logistics related to setting up and 
removing the basketball stand in the lab room). Before starting the assessment of physical 
exercises, participants were given a series of yes or no questions that purportedly screened out 
individuals who were not fit enough to participate in the exercise component of the study. This 
measure functioned as the main insult (or not) manipulation tailored to the physical exercises and 
it is described fully in the Procedure section below.   
 Implicit assessment of anger. As an implicit
7
 measure of anger, I used an implicit 
anger/hostility measure modified from an existing implicit mood measure (DeMarree, Wheeler, 
                                                          
7
I decided to include the implicit measure of anger in Study 3 because the explicit measure of anger that was 
included in the form of the PANAS Basic Negative Emotion Scale (which includes a subscale on anger and hostility) 
in Studies 1 and 2 did not produce much that would explain the results. The implicit measure of anger is used to 
measure the extent to which participants feel hostility or anger without having to rely on their direct self-reports 
of such emotions. Affective emotional states are not always amenable to self-report (Quirin, Kazen, & Kuhl, 2016) 
because individuals may not have conscious access to subtle or complex emotional states (Robinson & Clore, 2002), 
and even when they are aware of certain emotions, they may label emotions incorrectly in the process of reporting 
them for various motivational reasons ranging from self-protective reasons to social desirability concerns (Paulhus, 
1984). Because emotions that underlie various motivational states may not be amenable to self-report in some 
individuals, the resulting motivational states themselves may work through less conscious routes as well. In those 
individuals the “I will show you” motivation may or may not work in a similar way. However, it is also important to 
note that the extent to which people report being angry or feeling hostile may not necessarily correlate positively 
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& Petty, 2005; Hass et al., 1992; Koole, Smeets, van Knippenberg, & Dijksterhuis, 1999), 
labeled as a “subconscious language perception” task. In this task (administered on an online 
survey platform), participants were told that they will first see an “orienting stimulus” of plus 
signs (+++++++) in the computer screen where they will orient their visual attention for 1 second. 
Then, in the place where they saw the orienting stimulus, a target word will be flashed “at the 
speed of 0.002 milliseconds” so that they will not be able to consciously perceive it but their 
subconscious will be able to perceive the presented word. Participants were told that after the 
target word is flashed for 0.002 milliseconds, it will be immediately covered by a mask of 
asterisks (******) for 0.1 seconds. After the mask is gone, a multiple choice question will appear 
and ask the participants to select one word (out of four word choices) that they think they saw as 
a target word earlier. Participants were told to select (by guessing, if necessary) a word that feels 
similar in meaning to the feeling they experienced while the target word was being flashed, so 
that their subconscious could guide their decisions. They were thus told to go with their feelings.  
 In reality, no target words were flashed at the speed of 0.002 milliseconds. Instead, after 
the orienting stimulus was shown, participants were directly shown a mask of asterisks, and then 
the multiple choice question immediately followed the mask. There were total of 14 multiple 
choice questions, and each question asked “What was the word you saw?” and one of the four 
words presented was the anger target word. The 14 anger target words that were used were: 
annoyed, bitter, enraged, furious, irritated, indignant, offended, resentful, mad, displeased, 
outranged, exasperated, and insulted. To the extent that participants selected more of these 14 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
with the extent to which they engage in the “I will show you” motivation. Individuals who report being angry—
either explicitly or implicitly—may not show the increased engagement in the “I will show you” motivation because 
these measures of anger and hostility come after the participants have a chance to perform on tasks that are the 
dependent measures of the study; those who do not report being angry afterwards may have already resolved the 
negative emotional states arising from being underestimated or devalued through “showing them” in the relevant 
performance contexts (and those who do report being angry afterwards may not have done so successfully). To 
put it more colloquially, it may be that participants either get mad or they get even. 
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anger target words (instead of any of the three neutral word options), they received a higher 
score on this implicit anger measure.  
 At the end of the study, under the guise of a quality control measure for the psychology 
department, participants were also asked questions where they could rate various aspects of the 
experiment, including items regarding how professional or competent the experimenter was.  
This served as another measure of participant anger. The 10 items that appeared on this survey 
were:  
1. Did the experiment start on time, as scheduled? 
2. Was it easy to find the laboratory room 
3. Was the laboratory room clean?  
4. Did you start the experiment by signing the Informed Consent Form? 
5. Was the experimenter courteous?  
6. Please rate the experimenter’s competence in conducting today’s study.  
7. Please rate the experimenter’s friendliness in conducting today’s study. 
8. Please rate the experimenter’s professional attitude in conducting today’s study. 
9. If you were an employer at a professional organization, would you hire the 
experimenter who conducted your study today? 
10. The experimenter is probably receiving a research course credit or getting paid for 
his/her work. Do you believe that he/she should get credit/paid?  
 
 Self-relevance. In Study 3, I measured the self-relevance for participants of the physical 
fitness domain and math domain by including a series of questions regarding their frequency of 
exercise or use of math, importance of the domain perceived by self and close others, the given 
performance domain’s relevance to ideal and ought self, perceived base-rate of frequency of 
exercise or use of math among peers, and felt normative social pressure to do well in the given 
performance domain.  These questions were in the online survey that contained items on 
demographic variables and individual difference measures, administered at the end of the study. 
Analyses of these items showed that Asian Americans were higher on the math self-relevance 
compared to Anglo Americans (Asian mean of standardized index= .26, Anglo mean for 
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standardized index = -.21, p < .001) but there was no difference by cultural group on the physical 
fitness self-relevance (p = .51).
8
 
Further examination of the nonstandardized, raw response patterns for Anglos and Asians 
regarding the self-relevance of the physical fitness domain showed that, in an absolute sense, 
both Anglo Americans and Asian Americans regarded the physical fitness domain as 
“moderately important” to “very important.” When asked about their weekly exercise habits, 
Anglo Americans reported spending on average 4.05 hours (per week) working out, and hitting 
the gym on average 2.81 times (per week) to work out. Asian Americans reported spending on 
average 3.49 hours (per week) working out, and hitting the gym 2.26 times (per week).  With 
regards to math, Asian Americans regarded the math domain as “moderately important” to “very 
important,” while Anglo Americans saw the domain only as “moderately important.” When 
asked about their frequency of use of math, Anglo Americans reported spending on average 5.05 
hours (per week) doing work that uses math, and also reported having taken on average 1.6 math 
classes since graduating from high school. Asian Americans reported spending on average 9.36 
hours (per week) doing work that uses math, and also reported having taken on average 2.1 
classes since high school.  
Including the physical fitness and math domains in Study 3 was premised on the idea that 
math would be very self-relevant to Asian Americans and physical fitness would be self-relevant 
to Anglo Americans.  While predictions seemed to confirm expectations for Anglo Americans, 
both domains were unexpectedly self-relevant for Asian Americans. 
                                                          
8
 However these results were qualified by a marginally significant 4-way interaction of Culture  Insult  
Experimenter-participant ethnicity match  Self-relevance domain type (math or physical fitness), F(1, 228) = 2.94, 
p = .09, showing that for  Anglos, math self-relevance diminished only when insulted by an Asian experimenter 
whereas for Asians, physical fitness self-relevance diminished only when insulted by an Anglo experimenter. This is 
consistent with self-relevance shrinking only when insulted by someone who is stereotypically good at the relevant 
domain. 
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 Procedure.  Similar to the previous two studies, the experimental session involved a 1:1 
participant and experimenter setting for a maximum experimental and procedural control. 
Because of the direct interpersonal nature of the experimental manipulation, each experimental 
session required an extensive and individualized set of verbal instructions for each participant 
(see below)—this unfortunately (from the efficiency perspective) precluded the possibility of 
running multiple participants in a single experimental session.  
 As a cover story at the beginning of the experiment, the experimenter told the participants 
that the study is about intelligence, and whether multiple forms of intelligence are correlated. 
They were given the following cover story: 
“People tend to learn and perform in different ways—for example, we exercise our 
intelligence through the use of linguistic ability, numerical or logical reasoning, 
interpersonal intelligence, or physical and hands-on activities. This is why people often 
use phrases like ‘number-smart,’ ‘people-smart,’ or ‘body-smart,’ to describe themselves 
and other people. In today’s study on intelligence, we have narrowed down our focus to 
‘body-smart’ and ‘number-smart’ to assess your intelligence in these two domains of 
intelligence.” 
Similar to the previous two studies, participants were randomly assigned to either insult 
or neutral conditions that differed substantially in the content and delivery of the instructions for 
the tasks they were given. The insult manipulations were embedded in the instructions for each 
type of intelligence tasks given, so that they could be tailored for the different tasks.  
Framed tasks: intelligence vs. agility. In the intelligence frame, participants were given 
the following set of instructions for a group of tasks that purported to measure their ability to 
multitask and engage in parallel processing:  
“First, we will have you do a set of quick tasks that are designed to measure your general 
intelligence that is good for doing well in school.  All of these tasks measure your ability 
to concentrate for an extended amount of time, while not losing your attentional focus 
and ignoring all other distracting stimuli. Your ability to multitask and engage in parallel 
processing is used in these tasks – your ability to attend to multiple aspects of a problem 
to arrive at the best possible solution as quickly as possible. Do you have any questions 
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before we get started on these tasks? OK, do your best. Try to work through the entire 
packet.” 
 
In the agility frame, participants were given the following set of instructions for the same group 
of tasks:  
“First, we will have you do a set of quick tasks that are designed to measure your general 
physical agility that is good for doing well in sports. All of these tasks measure your 
ability to concentrate for an extended amount of time, while not losing your attentional 
focus and ignoring all other distracting stimuli. Being able to hold your attentional focus 
is crucial for doing well in most sports. Your ability to multitask and engage in parallel 
processing is used in these tasks – your ability to attend to multiple aspects of a situation 
to arrive at the best possible move as quickly as possible. For example, doing well in 
most sports require you to think quickly on your feet and make snap judgments. Also, 
you will use your visual acuity and spatial skills to complete these tasks, as they are also 
skills needed in athletes and physically demanding careers such as fighter pilots. Do you 
have any questions before we get started on these tasks? Try to work through the entire 
packet.” 
 
The insult manipulation was delivered (or not) at the end of the instructions.  This was the first 
task, and the insult manipulation was the least elaborated and delivered with the least drama. 
Following the intelligence or agility frame instructions, the following sentences were added for 
those randomly assigned to the insult condition:  
“So, I realize you might not score as highly as others on these tasks of intelligence 
(agility), but don’t worry, we have people of great intelligence (agility), and of average 
intelligence (agility) come in, and then we also get people like you. So just try your best.” 
 
 Math tasks insult manipulation: insult vs. neutral.  The insult manipulation for the 
math written test was delivered in the same way as it had been in Study 1. For participants who 
were randomly assigned to the insult condition, the experimenter showed a concerned worry that 
the participant may not understand the simple instructions delivered to them. As in Study 1, the 
experimenter sighed a lot, paused often, spoke very slowly, and tried to make multiple eye 
contracts with the participant as the experimenter delivered her instructions for both written and 
oral math tests. The specific way in which the insult manipulation was delivered in the written 
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math test was exactly the same as in Study 1, and the following was an additional component of 
insult added in the insult condition of the oral math component:  
“I know this is probably going to make you feel really nervous…This kind of oral math 
test is especially intimidating for people who are not as comfortable in math as others.  
We know this type of thing is really tough for some people, but just do the best you can.” 
 
Participants in the no insult condition were not given this additional block of verbal instructions.  
 Physical tasks insult manipulation: insult vs. neutral. The insult (or not) manipulation 
was presented at the very beginning of the series of physical tasks (tasks that measure “bodily-
kinesthetic intelligence”), in the form of a verbal screening interview that purported to screen out 
participants who were not physically fit enough to participate in the physical component of the 
study. In this short “prescreening” interview, the experimenter asked five yes/no questions of 
participants about their ability to perform physical exercises reflecting an extremely minimal 
level of physical fitness. The questions were the following:  
1. If you walk a mile without stopping, do you break a sweat?   
2. If you walk up 10 stairs, do you have to stop and take a breath?  
3. Men: Is it difficult for you to do 5 push-ups? 
Women: Is it difficult for you to do 1 push-up?  
4. Men: Is it difficult for you to do 10 crunches?  
Women: Is it difficult for you to do 5 crunches?  
5. Is it difficult for you to run 100 meters (or about 110 yards) without stopping? 
 
In the neutral condition, the experimenter made this “prescreening test” seem as an 
unnecessary protocol that simply needed to be checked off, and briskly proceeded to ask the five 
questions above:  
“So we have a few physical tests – such as squatting, planking, yoga, and basketball – 
lined up for this purpose. Before we get started on these tests, however, I’m required to 
ask you a few simple, yes/no questions, as a prescreen measure. You are going to laugh 
when you hear these questions, but I have to do this. I just need to make an official record 
of having asked you these questions, as a part of our protocol…” 
[The prescreening questions are asked]  
“Great, that’s it. So for people who are really out of shape, the exercises we do next may 
make you sore the next day, but it shouldn’t be a problem for you. 
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In the insult condition, the experimenter insinuated that she was doubtful of the participant’s 
physical ability to make this extremely low cut by saying the following:  
“So…before we get started, I need to prescreen people to make sure they can do these 
exercises. We’ve got some real athletes here at U of I, some really fit people. And then 
we have people like you. But don’t worry, there is a variety and we get students of 
varying athletic abilities to come in and participate in our study. There are people like 
you too. In some cases it’s completely obvious they can do these exercises with no 
problem, but it’s not always that obvious with some other people. Because I don’t want 
you to be in a study that you are not supposed to be in, let’s have you answer some of 
these questions. If we have doubts about a person’s athletic ability, we’d rather be safe 
than sorry… We want to make sure you don’t get hurt from doing these exercises…”  
[The prescreening questions are asked] 
“Ok, great. I’m required to tell you that for people who are not in shape, these exercises 
we are about to do can cause some soreness the next day. So if you are sore tomorrow, 
you shouldn’t be concerned.” 
 
 
2.3.2 Results 
 After initial analyses did not produce a clear effect of framing on the first “processing 
speed” tasks, I collapsed over this factor and proceeded with a 2 (culture: Anglos vs. Asians)  2 
(insult: insult vs. no insult)  2 (cross-ethnicity: Experimenter and participant ethnicity were 
matched vs. not matched)  2 (type of task: intellective vs. physical)  analysis. The first 3 factors 
are between-subjects; the last is within-subjects, with physical tasks being the average of 
basketball free-throw, planking, squatting, and yoga, and intellective tasks being the average of 
written math, oral math, and processing speed tasks. In the first two studies, all participants were 
matched with an experimenter of the same ethnicity. In the present study, about 60 percent of 
participants were matched on ethnicity with the experimenter and 40 percent were not.  To check 
whether it mattered if the insult was delivered across ethnic groups (where the insult might be 
attributed to the outgroup experimenter’s prejudice) or within-ethnic groups (where the insult 
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was more likely to be taken personally), I included this third (cross-ethnicity matching) factor in 
the analyses. 
Descriptive statistics with and without outliers. The tasks used in the current study 
included spotting differences between nearly-identical looking images, finding hidden words or 
objects in complex images, solving basic arithmetic problems, basketball free throws, planking, 
squatting, and tree pose (one-legged balancing pose in yoga). In these tasks, there were 
participants who did extremely well (reaching the maximum time limit allotted for squatting, tree 
pose, planking, or solving an inordinate number of math problems compared to the average) and 
those who stalled at the bottom of the distribution.  (One participant, for example, planked for 5 
minutes and 33 seconds; another did for 9 seconds). Because variable distributions seemed 
problematic with the outliers included, I present results both excluding outliers (removing task 
scores that were outside Tukey’s “inner fences” – 1.5 * the interquartile range below the 25th 
percentile score or above 75
th
 percentile score within the individual task scores distribution) and 
including outliers (all cases).  
 Table 36 on the next page shows descriptive statistics of Anglos and Asians by insult or 
no insult conditions and participant-experimenter ethnicity matched or unmatched conditions, 
excluding outliers. Table 37 on the subsequent page shows the same descriptive statistics 
including outliers.  Because the written math dependent measure was the same as that used in 
Study 1, the tables break out the intellective tasks into the written math variable, the oral math 
variable, and the framed processing-speed tasks separately. 
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Table 36: Standardized task scores (excluding outliers): descriptive statistics of Anglos and Asians by 
insult and ethnicity match conditions 
 
  ethnicity matched ethnicity not matched 
  no insult insult no insult insult 
  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Written math 
Anglo -.03 .86 -.18 .92 -.63 .85 -.38 .87 
Asian .25 1.08 .35 .93 .88 .95 -.06 1.04 
Oral math 
Anglo -.29 .92 -.11 1.19 -.13 .88 -.23 1.03 
Asian .12 1.05 .64 .81 .20 .91 -.17 .85 
Written and oral 
math  
(combined) 
Anglo -.12 .85 -.14 .94 -.38 .74 -.28 .87 
Asian .22 1.03 .51 .81 .54 .86 -.12 .83 
All intellective 
tasks (written 
math, oral math, 
framed 
processing-speed 
tasks) 
Anglo -.09 .52 -.10 .59 -.16 .45 -.15 .57 
Asian .12 .53 .30 .50 .30 .50 -.17 .61 
Physical tasks 
(combined) 
Anglo .00 .75 .16 .63 -.07 .78 .07 .65 
Asian -.38 .59 .10 .62 -.03 .61 -.01 .78 
Composite of 
individual 
physical and 
intellective tasks 
Anglo -.03 .39 .00 .43 -.09 .45 -.05 .45 
Asian -.07 .37 .19 .34 .11 .43 -.12 .51 
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Table 37: Standardized task scores (including outliers): descriptive statistics of Anglos and Asians by 
insult and ethnicity match conditions  
 
  ethnicity matched ethnicity not matched 
  no insult insult no insult insult 
  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Written math 
Anglo -.07 .79 -.21 .84 -.62 .78 -.39 .80 
Asian .19 .99 .43 1.04 .76 .86 .13 1.42 
Oral math 
Anglo -.22 .97 -.16 1.03 -.18 .77 -.16 1.03 
Asian .22 1.17 .45 .94 .11 .79 -.05 1.05 
Written and oral 
math  
(combined) 
Anglo -.15 .81 -.19 .84 -.40 .66 -.28 .84 
Asian .21 1.01 .44 .90 .43 .76 .04 1.17 
All intellective 
tasks (written 
math, oral math, 
framed 
processing-speed 
tasks) 
Anglo -.09 .54 -.10 .50 -.18 .38 -.14 .56 
Asian .09 .50 .27 .56 .18 .49 .00 .68 
Physical tasks 
(combined) 
Anglo -.08 .69 .13 .75 -.01 .80 .06 .71 
Asian -.37 .62 .04 58 -.04 .52 .02 .83 
Composite of 
individual 
physical and 
intellective tasks 
Anglo -.06 .41 -.01 .40 -.06 .45 -.03 .50 
Asian -.08 .38 .17 .35 .03 .41 .03 .53 
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Analyses excluding outliers.  Based on the wheelhouse hypothesis, I expected to find an 
interaction effect of culture  insult condition  type of task (intellective vs. physical) in the 2 
(culture: Anglos vs. Asians)  2 (insult: insult vs. no insult)  2 (cross-ethnicity: Experimenter 
and participant ethnicity were matched vs. not matched)  2 (type of task: intellective vs. 
physical) MANOVA. The expected interaction was nonsignificant, F(1, 228) = .99, p = .32. 
However, the MANOVA also revealed a significant between-subjects effect on the physical and 
intellective task composite outcome when the participant-experimenter ethnicity match variable 
was taken into consideration: culture  insult  cross ethnicity match, F(1, 231) = 5.09, p = .025. 
I analyze the culture  insult condition  cross ethnicity interaction on the composite outcome 
below. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10: Composite of individual physical and intellective tasks: comparison of two cultural groups by 
insult condition in the ethnicity matched cases only (outliers excluded) 
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I decompose the 3-way interaction by looking at the simple interactions in the ethnicity 
matched vs. not matched conditions.  When ethnicity of participant and experimenter were 
matched (as in Studies 1 and 2), there was a significant interaction effect of insult (vs. no insult) 
 culture, simple interaction contrast t(140) = 1.67, p = .04 (Figure 10). When this simple 
interaction was further decomposed, there was a significant simple effect of insult manipulation 
among Asian Americans, t(67) = 2.6, p = .01, such that Asian Americans who were insulted by 
an Asian American experimenter had a higher performance score (M = .19) on the overall 
outcome measure, compared to those who were not insulted (M = -.07). This effect was not 
found among Anglo Americans, t(73) = .3.  
When the experimenter ethnicity was not matched with the participant ethnicity, there 
was no interaction of insult (vs. no insult)  culture, contrast t(91) = -1.59, p = .11 (Figure 11). 
When this interaction was decomposed, there was a marginally significant simple effect of insult 
manipulation among Asian Americans, t(38) = -1.77, p = .08, such that Asian Americans who 
were insulted by Anglo American experimenters had a tendency to perform worse on the overall 
outcome measure.  
Decomposing the 3-way interaction another way, I found that among Asian Americans, 
there was an insult  ethnicity-match interaction (p = .01), as the insult produced the expected 
“I’ll show you” effect when the experimenter was Asian, but the effect was marginally reversed 
when the experimenter was Anglo (simple effect ts = 2.6 and -1.77, as above). Among Anglo 
Americans, there was no insult  ethnicity match interaction (p = .77), nor a simple main effect 
of insult (p = .65). 
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Figure 11: Composite of individual physical and intellective tasks: comparison of two cultural groups by 
insult condition in the ethnicity mismatched cases only (outliers excluded) 
 
 
Analyses including outliers.  When outliers were included in the analyses, there was no  
culture  insult condition  type of task interaction, F(1, 228) = .13, p = .72. Unlike in the 
analyses of data excluding outliers, there was also no significant interaction on the overall 
outcome measure (averaged composite scores) when the participant-experimenter ethnicity 
match variable was taken into consideration: culture  insult condition  cross ethnicity match, 
F(1, 231) = .90, p = .35. When participant-experimenter ethnicity were matched (as in Studies 1 
and 2), the interaction contrast of culture  insult was t(144) = 1.45, p = .15, with the simple 
effect among Asians between insult and no insult conditions of t(67) = 2.5, p = .01.  
 Implicit anger measure. Anglo American participants received higher scores on the 
implicit anger measure compared to Asian American participants overall, F(1,226) = 5.75, p 
= .02 across both insult and no insult conditions. There was also an interaction effect of culture 
by ethnicity match variable, where Anglo Americans received higher scores on the implicit anger 
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measure if they were run by an experimenter who did not match their ethnicity (i.e., the 
experimenter was Asian) but this effect was not found among Asians who were run by an 
experimenter who did not match their ethnicity (i.e., the experimenter was Anglo): F(1,226) = 
4.36, p = .04; Anglo-Asian mean difference in the ethnicity mismatch condition = 1.31, simple 
effect p = .004.  
 Indirect aggression measure (“quality control survey”). Participants who were 
insulted by an experimenter were more likely to indirectly aggress towards the experimenter by 
evaluating her more negatively, F(1,219) = 8.5, p = .004 (insult mean = 1.47; no insult mean = 
1.26, where greater scores indicate more indirect aggression). There was also a significant 
culture by experimenter-participant ethnicity match variable, F(1, 219) = 7.87, p = .005. Simple 
effect analyses showed that Anglo Americans showed more cross-ethnic aggression (ethnicity 
not matched indirect aggression mean, Anglo = 1.47 vs. Asian = 1.22) such that Anglo 
Americans were more likely than their Asian American counterparts to indirectly aggress 
towards the experimenter who did not match their ethnicity (simple effect p = .005).   
 The “I will show you” chronic motivation measure. In Study 3, I also included the 
four-item scale of the “I will show you” chronic motivation measure used in Study 2. However, 
in Study 3 I changed the response scale from binary yes or no options to a Likert scale (1 = 
strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree). The individual items used in creating a composite 
variable of the “I will show you” chronic motivation measure were: 
1. When people insult me, I feel the need to "show them." 
2. When someone underestimates me, I want to try harder. 
3. When someone underestimates me, I get discouraged. 
4. When someone underestimates me, I get self-conscious and start doubting my abilities. 
 
The first and second items of this scale were reverse coded to keep the coding direction 
consistent with the way this measure is reported in Study 2 (higher scores indicate stronger 
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endorsement or self-report of believing or behaving in ways that are consistent with the “I will 
show you” effect). The resulting 4-item scale had a Cronbach’s α = .65.  
 The 2 (culture: Asian vs. Anglo)  2 (insult: insult vs. no insult)  2 (experimenter-
participant ethnicity match: matched vs. not matched) ANOVA showed a significant main effect 
of the experimenter-participant ethnicity match variable, such that when ethnicity was not 
matched, participants were more likely to report endorsing/behaving in ways that are consistent 
with the “I will show you” effect: F(1,228) = 4.22, p = .04. There were no other significant 
effects in the ANOVA. (Nor was there an interaction of Insult  “I will show you” chronic 
motivation in predicting the overall task composite score in Study 3 [see Table 38].) 
 Demographic and individual difference variables. As in Studies 1 and 2, I included 
demographic and individual difference variables that have theoretical relevance in predicting 
individuals’ performance in response to interpersonal insult. These variables were analyzed in 
separate multiple regression analyses and the (mostly) nonsignificant results are shown below 
(Tables 38-44). Each independent variable interaction with the cultural group and insult 
condition was examined in separate regressions. The insult condition variable was recoded into a 
dummy variable, where the no insult condition was coded as 0 and insult condition coded as 1. I 
ran regressions on the following demographic and individual difference variables, examining 
their role as both mediators and moderators: the “I will show you” chronic motivational tendency, 
endorsement of socially conferred self-worth, cultural marginalization and conflict, cultural 
distance, and math and physical fitness self-relevance.  Unexpectedly, insult had the greatest 
effect in improving math performance among Asians for whom math was less self-relevant 
(Insult  culture  math self-relevance interaction p = .06), though the effect was not close to 
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significant for the physical fitness domain (insult  culture  physical fitness relevance 
interaction p = .62).
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Table 38: Linear model of predictors of composite task variable (without outliers) in Study 3 (culture, insult, and the “I will show you” chronic 
motivational tendency) 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.04 0.07  -0.59 0.56 -0.04 0.07  -0.61 0.54 -0.04 0.07  -0.62 0.54 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.41 0.68 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.42 0.68 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.41 0.68 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.00 0.10 0.00 0.03 0.98 -0.01 0.10 -0.01 -0.05 0.96 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 1.00 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) -0.11 0.10 -0.13 -1.08 0.28 -0.11 0.10 -0.13 -1.08 0.28 -0.11 0.10 -0.14 -1.10 0.27 
“I will show you” belief (ISY_belief) 0.08 0.03 0.20 3.07 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.22 0.83 -0.01 0.07 -0.02 -0.11 0.91 
Insult  Culture 0.17 0.14 0.17 1.23 0.22 0.17 0.14 0.18 1.27 0.20 0.17 0.14 0.17 1.22 0.23 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  0.26 0.16 0.24 1.70 0.09 0.28 0.16 0.25 1.78 0.08 0.27 0.16 0.25 1.74 0.08 
Insult  Cross-ethnic 0.07 0.14 0.07 0.46 0.65 0.07 0.14 0.07 0.48 0.64 0.07 0.14 0.07 0.51 0.61 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Culture* -0.50 0.21 -0.36 -2.36 0.02 -0.52 0.22 -0.37 -2.40 0.02 -0.51 0.22 -0.36 -2.36 0.02 
Insult  ISY_belief      0.05 0.05 0.09 0.99 0.32 0.06 0.09 0.10 0.65 0.52 
Cross-ethnic  ISY_belief      0.08 0.05 0.12 1.49 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.18 1.29 0.20 
Culture  ISY_belief      0.02 0.05 0.04 0.41 0.68 0.06 0.09 0.11 0.69 0.49 
Insult  Culture  ISY_belief           -0.01 0.11 -0.02 -0.12 0.90 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  ISY_belief           -0.08 0.11 -0.09 -0.77 0.45 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  ISY_belief           0.00 0.11 0.00 0.04 0.97 
Note. R2 = .10 for Step 1 (p =.003); R2 = .01 for Step 2 (p = .35); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p =.90). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Cross-ethnic  ISY belief*), b = -.01, t = -.02, p = .98.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
 
Table 39: Linear model of predictors of composite task variable (without outliers) in Study 3 (culture, insult, and socially conferred self-worth) 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.04 0.07  -0.62 0.54 -0.04 0.07  -0.57 0.57 -0.05 0.07  -0.68 0.50 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.04 0.10 0.05 0.40 0.69 0.03 0.10 0.04 0.36 0.72 0.04 0.10 0.05 0.40 0.69 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  -0.01 0.10 -0.01 -0.11 0.92 -0.02 0.10 -0.02 -0.16 0.87 -0.01 0.10 -0.01 -0.10 0.93 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) -0.09 0.10 -0.11 -0.91 0.37 -0.10 0.10 -0.12 -0.98 0.33 -0.10 0.10 -0.12 -1.00 0.32 
Socially conferred self-worth (SCW) -0.01 0.03 -0.02 -0.27 0.79 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.41 0.69 -0.05 0.06 -0.11 -0.78 0.43 
Insult  Culture 0.20 0.14 0.21 1.46 0.15 0.20 0.14 0.21 1.44 0.15 0.20 0.14 0.21 1.47 0.14 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  0.25 0.16 0.23 1.60 0.11 0.27 0.16 0.24 1.67 0.10 0.25 0.16 0.22 1.52 0.13 
Insult  Cross-ethnic 0.05 0.15 0.05 0.35 0.73 0.05 0.15 0.05 0.37 0.71 0.06 0.15 0.06 0.43 0.67 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Culture* -0.52 0.22 -0.37 -2.37 0.02 -0.52 0.22 -0.37 -2.37 0.02 -0.52 0.22 -0.37 -2.36 0.02 
Insult  SCW      -0.01 0.06 -0.02 -0.26 0.80 0.10 0.09 0.17 1.16 0.25 
Cross-ethnic  SCW      0.03 0.06 0.04 0.47 0.64 0.19 0.09 0.27 2.01 0.05 
Culture  SCW      -0.06 0.05 -0.11 -1.18 0.24 0.00 0.08 -0.01 -0.04 0.97 
Insult  Culture  SCW           -0.06 0.11 -0.07 -0.55 0.58 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  SCW           -0.08 0.11 -0.08 -0.69 0.49 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  SCW           -0.24 0.11 -0.26 -2.07 0.04 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .07); R2 = .01 for Step 2 (p =.63); R2 = .03 for Step 3 (p =.14). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Cross-ethnic  SCW*), b = -.11, t = -.47, p = .64.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 40: Linear model of predictors of composite math score (without outliers) in Study 3 (culture, insult, and the math self-relevance) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.04 0.14  -0.31 0.76 -0.04 0.14  -0.29 0.78 -0.08 0.15  -0.54 0.59 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.02 0.20 0.01 0.08 0.94 -0.02 0.20 -0.01 -0.08 0.94 0.06 0.21 0.03 0.27 0.79 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  0.13 0.21 0.07 0.63 0.53 0.08 0.22 0.05 0.38 0.71 0.06 0.22 0.03 0.26 0.80 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) -0.36 0.22 -0.19 -1.68 0.10 -0.36 0.22 -0.19 -1.65 0.10 -0.32 0.22 -0.17 -1.43 0.15 
Math self-relevance (Math) 0.29 0.06 0.31 4.61 0.00 0.29 0.12 0.31 2.52 0.01 0.19 0.15 0.21 1.27 0.21 
Insult  Culture 0.29 0.28 0.13 1.02 0.31 0.36 0.31 0.17 1.19 0.24 0.43 0.31 0.20 1.37 0.17 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  0.66 0.33 0.27 2.03 0.04 0.67 0.34 0.27 1.96 0.05 0.62 0.37 0.25 1.68 0.09 
Insult  Cross-ethnic 0.31 0.30 0.14 1.00 0.32 0.28 0.32 0.12 0.89 0.37 0.31 0.34 0.14 0.92 0.36 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Culture* -1.21 0.46 -0.38 -2.66 0.01 -1.19 0.46 -0.37 -2.58 0.01 -1.25 0.52 -0.39 -2.40 0.02 
Insult  Math      -0.08 0.13 -0.06 -0.62 0.54 0.10 0.19 0.08 0.53 0.60 
Cross-ethnic  Math      -0.01 0.13 0.00 -0.05 0.96 -0.01 0.21 -0.01 -0.06 0.95 
Culture  Math      0.09 0.13 0.06 0.67 0.50 0.31 0.20 0.21 1.57 0.12 
Insult  Culture  Math           -0.49 0.26 -0.22 -1.90 0.06 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  Math           0.03 0.28 0.01 0.11 0.92 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Math           0.07 0.27 0.04 0.27 0.79 
Note. R2 = .20 for Step 1 (p <.001); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .83); R2 = .01 for Step 3 (p =.28). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Cross-ethnic  Math*), b = .56, t = .99, p = .32.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 41: Linear model of predictors of composite physical tasks score (without outliers) in Study 3 (culture, insult, and the physical self-
relevance) 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.02 0.11  -0.18 0.86 0.01 0.11  0.07 0.95 0.00 0.11  0.04 0.97 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.19 0.16 0.14 1.22 0.23 0.17 0.16 0.13 1.07 0.29 0.18 0.16 0.13 1.10 0.27 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  -0.33 0.16 -0.25 -2.09 0.04 -0.38 0.16 -0.28 -2.34 0.02 -0.38 0.16 -0.28 -2.35 0.02 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) -0.14 0.17 -0.10 -0.80 0.43 -0.17 0.17 -0.12 -0.98 0.33 -0.17 0.17 -0.12 -0.96 0.34 
Physical self-relevance (Physical) 0.05 0.04 0.07 1.03 0.31 -0.04 0.08 -0.05 -0.46 0.65 -0.03 0.09 -0.04 -0.26 0.79 
Insult  Culture 0.27 0.23 0.17 1.19 0.24 0.30 0.23 0.19 1.33 0.18 0.31 0.23 0.19 1.34 0.18 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  0.45 0.26 0.25 1.72 0.09 0.50 0.26 0.28 1.93 0.05 0.51 0.26 0.28 1.92 0.06 
Insult  Cross-ethnic 0.04 0.24 0.03 0.17 0.86 0.09 0.24 0.05 0.37 0.72 0.08 0.24 0.05 0.32 0.75 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Culture* -0.47 0.36 -0.20 -1.30 0.20 -0.53 0.36 -0.22 -1.46 0.15 -0.52 0.37 -0.22 -1.41 0.16 
Insult  Physical      0.12 0.09 0.13 1.38 0.17 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.96 0.34 
Cross-ethnic  Physical      0.11 0.09 0.10 1.22 0.22 0.12 0.14 0.11 0.85 0.40 
Culture  Physical      -0.07 0.10 -0.06 -0.77 0.44 -0.17 0.16 -0.14 -1.06 0.29 
Insult  Culture  Physical           0.10 0.19 0.06 0.50 0.62 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  Physical           0.12 0.20 0.06 0.59 0.56 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Physical           -0.08 0.18 -0.05 -0.46 0.65 
Note. R2 = .06 for Step 1 (p = .07); R2 = .02 for Step 2 (p = .29); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p =.86). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Cross-ethnic  Physical), b = .24, t = .60, p = .55.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 42: Linear model of predictors of composite math and physical tasks score (without outliers) in Study 3 (culture, insult, and the math and 
physical self-relevance) 
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.02 0.08  -0.21 0.84 -0.02 0.08  -0.23 0.82 -0.02 0.08  -0.26 0.79 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.51 0.61 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.49 0.62 0.08 0.12 0.07 0.63 0.53 
Culture (Anglo = 0)  -0.08 0.12 -0.08 -0.66 0.51 -0.08 0.13 -0.07 -0.62 0.54 -0.10 0.13 -0.09 -0.77 0.44 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) -0.22 0.13 -0.20 -1.66 0.10 -0.22 0.13 -0.20 -1.64 0.10 -0.21 0.13 -0.19 -1.58 0.12 
Math+physical self-relevance (MP) 0.07 0.04 0.12 1.86 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.66 0.51 0.00 0.08 -0.01 -0.06 0.96 
Insult  Culture 0.28 0.17 0.22 1.60 0.11 0.28 0.18 0.22 1.55 0.12 0.29 0.18 0.23 1.61 0.11 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  0.43 0.20 0.30 2.15 0.03 0.42 0.20 0.30 2.05 0.04 0.40 0.21 0.28 1.88 0.06 
Insult  Cross-ethnic 0.14 0.19 0.11 0.76 0.45 0.15 0.19 0.12 0.79 0.43 0.16 0.20 0.12 0.80 0.43 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  Culture* -0.71 0.28 -0.39 -2.57 0.01 -0.72 0.28 -0.39 -2.56 0.01 -0.70 0.30 -0.39 -2.37 0.02 
Insult  MP      0.02 0.07 0.02 0.22 0.83 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.92 0.36 
Cross-ethnic  MP      0.02 0.07 0.03 0.33 0.74 0.05 0.11 0.06 0.43 0.67 
Culture  MP      0.02 0.08 0.02 0.25 0.80 0.15 0.12 0.16 1.22 0.22 
Insult  Culture  MP           -0.22 0.15 -0.18 -1.49 0.14 
Cross-ethnic  Culture  MP           -0.03 0.16 -0.02 -0.20 0.84 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  MP           -0.01 0.15 -0.01 -0.09 0.93 
Note. R2 = .08 for Step 1 (p = .01); R2 = .00 for Step 2 (p = .98); R2 = .01 for Step 3 (p =.52). 
4-way interaction (Culture  Insult  Cross-ethnic  MP*), b = .22, t = .69, p = .49.  
*Tolerance < 0.2 
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Table 43: Linear model of predictors of composite task variable (without outliers) in Study 3 among Asians (culture, insult, and cultural 
marginalization and conflict  
 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.05 0.05  -0.93 0.36 -0.05 0.05  -0.93 0.35 -0.05 0.05  -0.92 0.36 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.14 0.07 0.17 1.99 0.05 0.14 0.07 0.17 1.97 0.05 0.14 0.07 0.17 2.00 0.05 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.10 0.92 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.09 0.93 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.07 0.94 
Marginalization (M)  0.02 0.03 0.06 0.87 0.39 0.05 0.05 0.11 1.02 0.31 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.32 0.75 
Insult  Cross-ethnic -0.18 0.11 -0.18 -1.65 0.10 -0.18 0.11 -0.18 -1.62 0.11 -0.18 0.11 -0.18 -1.62 0.11 
Insult  M      -0.04 0.05 -0.07 -0.80 0.43 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.25 0.80 
Cross-ethnic  M      0.00 0.05 -0.01 -0.06 0.95 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.82 0.41 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  M           -0.13 0.11 -0.16 -1.23 0.22 
Note. R2 = .10 for Step 1 (p = .03); R2 = .01 for Step 2 (p = .68); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p =.56). 
 
 
Table 44: Linear model of predictors of composite task variable (without outliers) in Study 3 among Asians (culture, insult, and BII_distance) 
 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variable B SE B β t p B SE B β t p B SE B β t p 
Constant -0.05 0.05  -0.94 0.35 -0.05 0.05  -0.99 0.32 -0.05 0.05  -1.00 0.32 
Insult (No insult = 0) 0.14 0.07 0.17 1.99 0.05 0.14 0.07 0.17 2.03 0.04 0.14 0.07 0.17 2.03 0.04 
Cross-ethnic (ethnicity match = 0) 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.13 0.89 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.14 0.89 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.13 0.90 
BII_distance  -0.02 0.03 -0.05 -0.78 0.44 -0.09 0.04 -0.23 -2.26 0.03 -0.10 0.05 -0.25 -2.29 0.02 
Insult  Cross-ethnic -0.18 0.11 -0.18 -1.67 0.10 -0.18 0.11 -0.18 -1.65 0.10 -0.18 0.11 -0.18 -1.64 0.10 
Insult  BII_distance      0.08 0.05 0.14 1.57 0.12 0.10 0.07 0.18 1.59 0.11 
Cross-ethnic  BII_distance      0.10 0.06 0.14 1.74 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.18 1.61 0.11 
Insult  Cross-ethnic  BII_distance           -0.06 0.11 -0.06 -0.54 0.59 
Note. R2 = .08 for Step 1 (p = .07); R2 = .04 for Step 2 (p = .13); R2 = .00 for Step 3 (p =.76). 
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2.3.3 Discussion 
 In Study 3, I attempted to replicate the math results from Study 1, as well as further test 
the “wheelhouse” hypothesis by providing Anglo Americans and Asian Americans with what 
they both personally care about and are stereotypically good at: math and physical fitness. 
Questions about self-relevance did indeed indicate that math was moderately to very important 
for Asian Americans and moderately important for Anglo Americans, but physical fitness was 
moderately to very important for both. 
Findings in the written math task did not replicate, nor did the expected culture  insult  
type of task interaction occur. However, when looking at the composite variable of the overall 
task measure, there was a culture  insult  ethnicity match interaction, such that Asian 
Americans performed better when they were insulted by a fellow Asian American experimenter, 
whereas they did not show this effect when they were insulted by an Anglo American 
experimenter. No effect of insult was found among Anglo Americans in both ethnicity matched 
and not matched conditions.    
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CHAPTER 3: GENERAL DISCUSSION AND ANALYSES OF EFFECTS 
 In three studies, I examined the general hypothesis that Asians and Asian Americans will 
be more likely to respond to insult in a productive way through enhanced performance. I selected 
Asians and Asian Americans as the population of interest because of several reasons that should 
make this group more responsive to the “I will show you” / “chip on the shoulder” effect. One 
such reason I examined was the perpetual outsider status of Asian Americans in the mainstream 
American culture. The nature of “otherness” that is often ascribed to Asian Americans is not that 
of simple dislike, fear, or hostility, but it takes the characteristic of being ascribed a lower social 
status as being culturally ill-fitting or alien due to their physical appearance of foreignness. Other 
reasons that Asian Americans may be more responsive to derogatory treatment by others is their 
greater endorsement of values associated with the culture of face as well as the Asian immigrant 
community’s rather stringent definition of success that centers around material accumulation and 
gaining of social status.   
 Another hypothesis with regards to the “I will show you” effect that I explored was 
whether or not domain expertise has any influence on triggering the “I will show you” 
motivational tendency. That is, if people are insulted or underestimated in a domain that is in 
their personal wheelhouse, would they respond to others’ insulting treatment in this domain by 
trying to prove them wrong? To test this hypothesis, I varied the tasks that participants needed to 
perform across three studies, based on my intuitions about which domains undergraduate 
students of different cultural and social backgrounds would find to be personally important and 
care a great deal about. 
 However, both of these hypotheses seem wrong in explaining any triggering of the “I will 
show you” effect. There was no “I will show you” effect among Anglos anywhere in the data, 
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even in the domain of physical fitness, which participants indicated was moderately to very 
important for them. It is possible that I did not target the right domains of the Anglo wheelhouse, 
but trying multiple domains in which Anglos are stereotypically good (creativity and physical 
activities/working out) with no effects shown, I’m hesitant to pursue the wheelhouse hypothesis 
with Anglos any further.  With respect to Asian Americans, the data are less clear, simply 
because physical fitness was unexpectedly high in self-relevance in Study 3 and Asian 
Americans did show improvement after being insulted in that domain.  On the other hand, insult 
and self-relevance as an individual difference did not interact to produce improvement among 
Asians (and if anything, improvement seemed to be shown among those for whom math was 
least self-relevant).  What to make of this remains unclear – particularly when we think of the 
limiting case of domains with no self-relevance.  Had I come up with a domain of very low self-
relevance to our participants – say, opera singing ability or ability to ride a unicycle – I think it 
would be especially unlikely that this would trigger “I’ll show you motivation” among Asian 
American participants.  
The studies also cast doubt on a simple form of the “outsider” hypothesis. In Study 3, the 
motivating effect of insult among Asians was demonstrated when the Asian American 
participants were run by an Asian American experimenter (while the effect marginally reversed 
in the condition where Anglo American experimenters ran their sessions).  Insult from an 
outgroup member should seemingly provoke more “outsider” anxiety than insult from an ingroup 
member; thus, it seems unlikely that the immediate, proximal cause for the “chip on the shoulder” 
effect is hostility from the majority culture.  Any explanation about threat from the majority 
culture will have to provide evidence for this as a distal cause (e.g., hostility from the majority 
culture causes outsider anxiety among parents or other socializing agents, and these agents in 
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turn socialize individuals to have a chip on their shoulder and respond to insults with an “I’ll 
show you” reaction). I do not have any such evidence here. 
 Then is there anything noteworthy from these results? Is there even any evidence for the 
basic phenomenon of Asian Americans reacting with an “I’ll show you” attitude when insulted?   
On the next page, I present the table of effects on all tasks as well as a meta-analysis of 
interaction effects (culture by insult) across three studies in Table 45 (outliers removed) and 
Table 46 (outliers included) for cases where the participant and experimenter and ethnicity 
matched (all participants in Studies 1 and 2; 60 percent in Study 3). 
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Table 45: Comparison of effect of insult (vs. no insult) across all tasks used in three studies (excluding 
outliers)  
 
  
Simple effect of 
insult among  
Asian Americans 
Simple effect of 
insult among  
Anglo Americans 
Interaction  
(culture  insult) 
  z p r z p r z p r 
Study 1 
 
Math 1.55 .12 .11 -.36 .72 -.03 1.23 .22 .07 
Alphabetizing .97 .33 .07 .04 .97 .004 .56 .57 .03 
Composite 1.78 .08 .12 .08 .94 .01 .96 .34 .05 
Study 2 Creativity .94 .35 .09 .31 .76 .02 .59 .56 .03 
Study 3  
 
Physical 
exercises 
2.82 .005 .33 1 .32 .12 1.39 .16 .12 
Intellective 
tasks (math + 
framed tasks) 
1.38 .17 .17 -.08 .94 -.01 1.05 .29 .09 
Composite 2.6 .01 .30 .3 .76 .04 1.67 .10 .14 
Meta-analyzed effect 
across 3 studies 
(composite only) 
3.07 .002 .17 .40 .69 .02 1.86 .06 .07 
Note. Study 1 combines Koreans with Asian Americans in the simple effect and interaction analyses.  
Study 3 has experimenter-participant cross-ethnicity matched cases only.  
Meta-analytic r is the average of the composite rs from three studies.  
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Table 46: Comparison of effect of insult (vs. no insult) across all tasks used in three studies (including 
outliers)  
 
  
Simple effect of 
insult among  
Asian Americans 
Simple effect of 
insult among  
Anglo Americans 
Interaction  
(culture  insult) 
  z p r z p r z p r 
Study 1 
 
Math 1.48 .14 .10 -.34 .73 -.03 1.17 .25 .07 
Alphabetizing .02 .98 .001 -.22 .83 -.02 .68 .50 .04 
Composite 1.44 .15 .10 -.17 .87 -.02 .98 .33 .05 
Study 2 Creativity .94 .35 .09 .31 .76 .02 .59 .56 .03 
Study 3  
 
Physical 
exercises 
2.41 .02 .28 1.31 .19 .15 .83 .41 .07 
Intellective 
tasks (math + 
framed tasks) 
1.38 .17 .17 -.08 .94 -.01 1.06 .29 .09 
Composite 2.5 .01 .29 .5 .62 .06 1.43 .15 .12 
Meta-analyzed effect 
across 3 studies 
(composite only) 
2.82 .005 .16 .25 .80 .02 1.73 .08 .07 
Note. Study 1 combines Koreans with Asian Americans in the simple effect and interaction analyses.  
Study 3 has experimenter-participant cross-ethnicity matched cases only.  
Meta-analytic r is the average of the composite rs from three studies.  
 
 
 
 Meta-analysis of the interaction effect across three studies showed that there was a 
marginal effect of culture  insult interaction, z = 1.86, p = .06, r = .07 in the analyses with 
outliers removed. In the analyses with outliers included, this marginal interaction effect held in 
the same direction, z = 1.73, p = .08, r = .07. Simple effect among Asian Americans showed a 
significant effect of insult manipulation in performance boost, z = 3.07, p = .002 (excluding 
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outliers) and z = 2.82, p = .005 (including outliers). There was no such effect among Anglos, z 
= .40, p = .69 (excluding outliers) and z = .25, p = .80 (including outliers).  
 Examining these meta-analyzed results I conclude that there is likely a small effect 
among Asian Americans of insult in motivating them to perform at a higher level in effort-based 
tasks. Of course, this should be further replicated in other studies in which participant and 
experimenter ethnicities are matched.  If such effects replicate, there is more work needed in 
examining the psychological mechanism that underlies the motivating effect of the experience of 
being insulted by an ingroup member among Asian Americans. In the same vein, it may also 
prove useful to further investigate the marginally significant performance decrement shown 
among Asian Americans upon receiving an insult from an outgroup member. In other words, 
studying disparate psychological contexts in which Asian Americans show performance boosts 
and performance decrements when being insulted or goaded by others would prove fruitful.  
 Individual difference variables that I measured across three studies did not predict the 
small effect of the Asian performance boost after receiving insult.  This was true even when the 
individual difference was a scale asking participants to self-report on their motivation after being 
underestimated. Nor were these variables helpful in predicting responses among Anglo 
Americans. 
 In response to the statement “When someone underestimates me, I want to try harder,” 92% 
of Anglo American respondents in Study 2 “agreed” (on a binary scale of “agree” or “disagree”), 
and 79% of Anglo American respondents in Study 3 either “agreed” or “strongly agreed” to the 
same statement. And yet, Anglo Americans across all three studies did not show even the 
slightest evidence of behaving in this way. Either lab experiments — in which an experimenter 
clearly underestimated them in a domain that was “moderately” to “very” self-relevant — are not 
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good vehicles for studying this topic (perhaps the insulter has to have some special relationship 
with the participant?), or the sentiment “When people underestimate me, I want to try harder” is 
something people find easier to say than to act on. (And a large amount of psychology research 
with U.S. populations on the destructive effect of negative expectations suggests that increased 
motivation in the face of low expectations is not a common result.) 
 A promising line of future direction may be then to investigate this broken link between 
the behavioral intention to “show” others when being underestimated and to carrying such 
intention to an actual behavior. According to the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985), 
human behavior is influenced by behavioral beliefs (beliefs about predicted consequences of the 
behavior), normative beliefs (beliefs about what most others do in the similar situation), and 
control beliefs (beliefs about the extent to which individuals can initiate and control the 
outcomes of their behavior). It is clear that participants in my studies had positive behavioral 
beliefs (the tasks were easy and simply putting in more effort would have led to better results) 
and control beliefs (there were no external factors that impeded their performance in the 
experiments). What is left inconclusive from these studies is to what extent the participants 
shared the normative expectations of others and motivation to comply with these expectations 
(normative beliefs) in carrying out behaviors consistent with the “I will show you” effect. Such 
normative beliefs can be measured as well as manipulated to examine the impact on participants’ 
carrying out their intention to “show” others after being insulted or underestimated.  
 In three studies, I have demonstrated that the “I will show you” effect is intuitively 
familiar in many, yet the familiarity of this motivational script does not easily translate to an 
actual performance boost in most individuals. More research is needed in narrowing the gap 
between what does (or does not) stand in the way of translating the insult-based motivational 
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script into an actual performance boost. The small effect among Asian Americans observed in 
the current paper suggests that further investigation of this population of interest would prove 
fruitful in such endeavor.  
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APPENDIX A: MANIPULATION CHECKS ACROSS THREE STUDIES 
 
Manipulation check question 1: “What was your impression of the experimenter who ran 
your study today? 
In Study 1, on participants’ impressions of the experimenter, there was the expected main 
effect of insult that was marginally significant, F(1, 326) = 3.47, p = .06. There was also a main 
effect of culture in which Anglo Americans generally thought more positively of the 
experimenter compared to Asian Americans and Koreans combined, F(1, 326) = 22.73, p < .001. 
(This effect however does not replicate in Studies 2 and 3.) There was no Insult  Culture 
interaction, F(1, 326) = .68, p = .41.  
 In Study 2, there was a main effect of insult (p <.001) on participants’ liking of the 
experimenter. There was also an Insult  Culture interaction, such that the simple effect for both 
groups was significant, though the insult effect was bigger among Anglos (simple effect ps for 
Anglos < .001 and for Asians = .002; interaction F(1, 284) = 7.44, p = .007). Decomposing the 
interaction another way, it appears that there was a significant simple effect of culture in the no 
insult condition, as Anglos liked the experimenter more (Anglo-Asian mean difference = .52, 
simple effect p = .004); however after being insulted, Anglos and Asians disliked the 
experimenter to the same degree (p = .34).  
 In Study 3, expected main effect of insult was significant (p = .02). However there was an 
unexpected interaction effect of Culture  Cross-ethnic matching, F(1, 228) = 6.05, p = .02, 
where Anglos and Asians gave similar ratings to the Anglo experimenter but Anglos gave less 
positive ratings toward an Asian experimenter than Asians did. There was no Insult  Culture 
interaction (p = .59).  
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Manipulation check question 2: “If you can make a guess, what kind of impression do you 
think the experimenter had of you while running the study?” 
 In Study 1, for the item that asked participants to guess what the experimenter thought of 
them, there were only two significant effects. There was a main effect of culture in which Asian 
Americans and Koreans believed the experimenter thought less of them, F(1, 326) = 9.69, p = 
.002. There was also an interaction of Culture  Insult (p = .01) such that the insult affected 
Anglos’ guesses of how much the experimenter liked them (simple effect p = .01), but the insult 
did not affect guesses of Asian Americans and Koreans (simple effect p = .51).  
 In Study 2, there was the main effect of insult (p < .001) and the same interaction effect 
of Culture  Insult as in Study 1 (interaction p < .001;  simple effect among Anglos p < .001; 
simple effect among Asians p = .17).  
 In Study 3, there was a main effect of insult (p = .02) and there was no Culture  Insult 
interaction (p = .51). However, there was a Culture  Insult  Cross-ethnic match interaction, 
F(1, 228) = 4.04, p = .05. There are a number of ways to decompose this 3 way interaction. One 
interpretation is: (a) the difference comes because in the no insult condition, everyone thinks the 
Anglo experimenter thinks better of them than the Asian experimenter does (creating a Cross-
ethnic  Culture interaction in the no insult condition), but there is no Cross-ethnic  Culture 
interaction in the insult condition.  A more problematic interpretation is (b): when the 
experimenter was Anglo, the insult was effective (effect of insult = 3.66 vs. 3.06 among Anglo 
participants; effect of insult: 3.67 vs. 3.23 among Asian participants). But when the experimenter 
was Asian, the insult had no effect (effect of insult: 3.23 vs. 3.11 among Anglo participants; 3.06 
vs. 3.09 among Asian participants). Interpretation (b) is especially problematic because it 
suggests that Asian experimenters might have been incapable of insulting participants across the 
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3 studies. However, going against interpretation (b), in Study 2, when participants were asked 
how insulted or offended they were (participants were also asked directly whether or not 
they were insulted or offended by the experimenter in Study 2), both groups were insulted 
(simple effects for Anglos p <.001, for Asians p = .001), though the effect was greater among 
Anglos (interaction p = .001).  
 What to make of all this is unclear, especially since manipulation check questions 
generally suggest the insult effect might have been bigger among Anglos, but this produced no 
effect on the dependent variables for them. On the other hand, whereas manipulation checks 
suggest smaller effects on Asians, the dependent variables suggest it overall did have an effect on 
them. There may also be politeness and humility response biases that differ by culture and that 
may cloud the interpretation. 
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APPENDIX B: EXAMPLE OF THE “SPOT THE DIFFERENCES” EXERCISE 
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APPENDIX C: EXAMPLE OF THE “FIND THE HIDDEN WORDS OR OBJECTS” EXERCISE 
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APPENDIX D: IRB LETTER 
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